12882
SENATE

SATURDAY, JULy 31, 1954
(Legislative day of Friday, July 2, 1954)

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m.,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, Father of all, who art
above all and through all and in all,
without whom life has no spiritual
source, no divine meaning or destiny,
but with whom there is power for the
present and hope for the future: We
seek Thee as our fathers before us have
sought Thee in former days, when the
difficulties they faced were as frowning
heights before their climbing feet; yet
by faith they were led over the peaks
to the pleasant valleys and still waters
beyond. So lead us on, for Thou only art
our guide and deliverer.

Strengthen us with Thy might that
the strain of these days may not break
our spirits and that no denials of human
freedom now loose in the world may in-
timidate our souls. When the problems
which front us seem insoluble, when the
very principles for which brave men
have died are betrayed, when the seam-
less robe of world unity is rent in twain,
when even the shining river of our
dreams seems to sink into the sands of
futility, still may we labor on serene and
confident knowing, while the weeping of
hopes deferred may endure for a night,
that the joy of Thy sure victory cometh
in the morning. We ask it in the dear
Redeemer's name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Knowranp, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
July 30, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
July 29, 1954, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts
and joint resolution:

5.1381. An act to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949;

S.2380. An act to amend the Mineral Leas-
ing Act of February 25, 1920, as amended;

8.2766. An act to amend section 7 (d) of
the Internal Security Act of 1950, as
amended;

5. 3630. An act to permit the city of Phila-
delphia to further develop the Hog Island
tract as an air, rail, and marine terminal by
directing the Secretary of Commerce to re-
lease the city of Philadelphia from the full-
fillment of certain conditions contained in
the existing deed which restrict further
development; and

S.J. Res. 96. Joint resolution to strengthen
the foreign relations of the United States by
establishing a Commission on Governmental
Use of International Telecommunications.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.7840. An act to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act, the Railroad Retirement
Tax Act, and the Rallroad Unemployment
Insurance Act;

H. R. 8384. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Talent division of the Rogue
River Basin reclamation project, Oregon;

H. R. 8498. An act authorizing construction
of works to reestablish for the Palo Verde
Irrigation District, California, a means of
diversion of its irrigation water supply from
the Colorado River, and for other purposes;

H.R.9434. An act to amend section 216 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended, to provide for the maintenance of
the Merchant Marine Academy;

H. R.9666. An act to amend section 1001,
paragraph 412, of the Tariff Act of 1930, with
respect to hardboard;

H. R.9785. An act to provide a method for
compensating claims for damages sustained
as the result of the explosions at Texas City,
Tex.; and

H.R.9987. An act to amend certain pro-
visions of title XI of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, as amended, to facilitate private
financing of new ship construction, and for
other purposes.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that immediately
following the quorum call there may be
the customary morning hour for the
transaction of routine business, under the
usual 2-minute limitation on speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ENOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- .

tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken George McCarran
Anderson Gillette McCarthy
Barrett Goldwater Millikin
Beall Gore Monroney
Bennett Green Morse
Bowring Hayden Mundt
Bricker Hendrickson Murray
Bridges Hennings Neely
Burke Hickenlooper Pastore
Bush Payne
Butler Holland Potter
Byrd Humphrey Purtell
Capehart . Ives Reynolds
Carlson Jackson Robertson
Case Jenner Russell
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Clements Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Cooper Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Cordon Eennedy Smith, Maine
Crippa Eerr Smith, N. J,
Daniel Kilgore Sparkman
Dirksen Knowland Stennis
Douglas Kuchel Symington
Duff Langer Thye
Dworshak Lehman Upton
Ellender Long Watkins
Ferguson Magnuson Welker
Flanders Malone Wiley
Frear Mansfield Williams
Fulbright Martin Young

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND],
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the Senators from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin and Mr. LEnnowl, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr, Kerauver], and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
LAN] are absent on official business.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
MaveaNk] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

RerorT oF DeEParRTMENT oF HeEavTH, EpUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE

A letter from the Secretary, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, trans- °
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of that
Department for the fiscal year 1953 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

TRANSFER OF TITLE TO CERTAIN LAND AND
IMPROVEMENTS IN NEw MEexico

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to provide for the transfer of title
to certain land and the improvements there-
on to the Pueblo of San Lorenzo (Pueblo of
Picuris), in New Mexico, and for other pur-
poses (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE

TO CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
coples of orders granting the applications for
permanent residence filed by certain aliens
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON TORT CLATMS PAID BY SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

A letter from the Secretary, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, D. C., reporting,
pursuant to law, on tort claims paid by that
Institution during the fiscai year 1954 (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. BRIDGES, from the Committee on
Appropriations, with amendments:

H. R.9936. A bill making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1955, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
2034).

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL
REPORTERS OF SENATE DEBATES
AND PROCEEDINGS—REFORT OF
A COMMITTEE

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, I report favorably, without
amendment, the resolution (S. Res. 296)
to provide additional funds for Official
Reporters of Senate debates and pro-
ceedings.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the resolution.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 296), submitted by Mr.
KnowLanp on July 29, 1954, was con-
sidered and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-

ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay
Ifrom the contingent fund of the Senate, to
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the Official Reporters of the Senate debates
and proceedings during the period of July 1,
1954, to December 31, 1954, so much as may
be necessary, not to exceed $10,000 for the
employment of additional office personnel,

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, July 31, 1954, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

S.2371. An act to extend emergency for=
eign merchant vessel acquisition and op-
erating authority of Public Law 101, 77th
Congress, and for other purposes;

8. 3458. An act to authorlze the long-term
chartering of tankers and the construction
of tankers by the Secretary of the Navy,
and for other purposes;

S5.3466. An act to provide for two addi-
tlonal Assistant Secretaries of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force, respectively; and

S.3713. An act to give effect to the Inter-
national Convention for the High Seas Fish-
eries of the North Pacific Ocean, signed at
Tokyo, May 9, 1952, and for other purposes.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (hy request) :

5. 3824, A bill for the rellef of Joao-Pinguel
Rodrigues; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. HOLLAND (for himself and Mr.
SMATHERS) :

5.3825. A bill for the relief of certain

allens; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

5.3826. A bill for the rellef of Cornelis
Johannes Eeman; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BUTLER (for himself, Mr. Por-
TER, Mr., KUCHEL, and Mr. MAGNU~-

SON) &

5.3827. A bill to amend section 705 of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. BuTLEr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 705 OF
MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1936

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. PorTeErl, the Senator from
California [Mr., KucHeL], and the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON],
I introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to amend section 705 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
and for other purposes, to establish a
uniform pricing base for a series of
ships of the same type,

I understand that similar bills are
being introduced in the House by Rep-
resentative ToLLEFsON, acting chairman
of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, and by other Members of
the House of Representatives. It isreal-
ized that there will not be time during
the remainder of this session to hold
hearings on the bill. However, the in-
troduction of the bill will serve a useful
purpose, in that it will enable us to se-
cure during the period of the adjourn-
ment the views of the interested Govern-
ment agencies. Then, when the new
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Congress convenes, it will be possible to
have a new bill introduced and consid-
ered without further loss of time.

The proponents of the bill have pre-
pared a statement captioned “Purpose of
the Bill.” I ask unanimous consent to
have the statement printed in the Rec-
ORD, as a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement
will be printed in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 3827) to amend section
705 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. BurrLer (for himself, Mr.
Porrer, Mr. KucHEL, and Mr. MaGNU-
soN), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr. Bur-~
LER is as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

This proposed amendment to section 705,
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, has
a dual purpose: The first is to bring the pric-
ing formula of section 705 into consonance
with a basic concept of the 1936 act, namely,
the dispersal of ship constructlon as set
forth in section 502 (f); the second is to
insure a uniform pricing base for a series
of vessels of the same type, such as the mar-
iner vessels, constructed and sold under the
provisions of the act. This latter theory
that all vessels of the same type should be
sold at the same price was clearly estab-
lished in the Merchant Ship Sales Act of
1046.

To accomplish the foregoing, the amend-
ment to section 705 provides one uniform
date to be used in determining the foreign
cost of the commercial equivalent of ves=
sels constructed or contracted for in the
series. In situations where a series of con-
tracts for the same type of vessels are to be
let, national defense requirements and other
considerations often require that the con-
struction be dispersed and allocated to ship~
yards throughout the country. Section 502
(f) of the 1936 act recognized these consider=
ations and specifically provided that the dif-
ference in cost occasioned by the dispersal
requirements would not be considered a part
of the construction-differential subsidy but
would be charged to national defense.
Therefore it may be sald that the recogni-
tion of the necessity of dispersing shipyard
contracts is a basic policy of the 1936 act.
As mentioned before, the concept that all
vessels of one type should be sold at the same
price was established in the Ship Sales Act
of 1946.

There are two methods of pricing vessels
for commercial sale under the 1836 act. The
first method is to take the total construc-
tion cost and to deduct therefrom the na-
tional-defense features. From this figure
is deducted the construction-differential sub-
sidy, with the result being the final price to
the commercial operator. The second meth-
od is provided for under section 705, and is
based upon an estimate of the foreign cost
of the commercial equivalent of the vesszel
exclusive of national-defense features.

The second method was used by the Mari-
time Administration in pricing the Mariners
for the reason that difficulty was encount-
ered in arriving at the cost of the national-
defense features on these vessels. There-
fore, the Administration proceeded to obtain
the estlmated cost of a vessel built in a for-
eign yard which had the same commercial
features as the Mariner vessel, namely, 18-
knot speed, 733,000 bale cubic capacity. This
cost was finally obtained, based upon a the-
oretical contract let in a foreign yard on
February 7, 1951. This date coincided with
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the contract date of the first 25 Mariner
vessels, 5 of which were assigned to each of
the following yards: Newport News Ship-
building & Drydock Co.: Ingalls Shipbuild-
ing Corp.; Bethlehem Steel Co. (Sparrows
Point); Bethlehem Steel Co. (Quincy); Sun
Shipbuilding & Drydock Co. In discussions
between Admiral Cochrane and President
Truman, the President approved the dis-
persal of contracts for national-defense pur-
poses, and further agreed that no more than
five vessels should be built in any one yard
and that west coast facilities should be con-
sidered in the awarding of Mariner con-
tracts. In accordance with this policy, bids
were recelved from New York Shipbuilding
Co. and the Bethlehem Steel Co., at San
Francisco, but such bids were considerably
higher than the bids for the first 25 vessels.
Therefore, the Maritime Administration de-
cided to endeavor to obtain bids more favor-
able to the Government. After approxi-
mately 6 months of negotiation this was
accomplished, and the New York Shipbuild-
ing Co. contract was signed June 25, 1951,
and the Bethlehem Steel contract was signed
August 1, 1951. The delay in the awarding
of these contracts was occasioned solely by
the Government’s policy of dispersing the
contracts and collaterally of obtaining more
equitable bids from the administration’s
standpoint.

As mentioned before, section 502 (f) pro-
vides for a national defense adjustment in
the construction cost of the portion result-
ing from the dispersal of the contracts.
However, this section applies only to vessels
built and priced under the first formula,
namely, using the construction cost in the
United States. Due to the fact that the
Maritime Administration used the second
method and arrived at the Mariner price by
using the estimated cost of the foreign com-
mercial equivalent, the specific language of
502 (f) does not cover this situation. We
believe that sectlon 502 (f) contains a basic
philosophy of the act, and that section 705
should be amended to include this policy so
that all sections of the act will be consistent.
In addition, the accepted theory that all
vessels of the same type should be sold at
one uniform price will be recognized.

The following amendment designed to
carry out the foregoing was prepared by
the staff of the General Counsel of the Ad-
ministration, and approved by both the
General Counsel and the Administrator:

“A bill to amend section 705 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, and
for other purposes
“Be it enacted, etc., That section 705 of

the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended
(U. 8. C,, title 46, sec. 1195), is hereby
amended by inserting before the perlod at
the end thereof a colon and the following:
‘Provided, That in the event the Commission
subsequent to January 1, 1951, awards a
series of contracts for the construction of
ships to effect the allocation of work for
national defense, the foreign construction
cost of said ships shall be determined as
of the date of the award of the first con-
tract of such series and the excess of the
awarded price of each allocated contract over
the price of the first awarded contract shall
be a national defense cost.””

Finally, it should be noted that the pro-
posed amendment would be of general appli-
cahbility to all of the mariner vessels and any
other series of vessels of one type sold to
private purchasers.

FRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF ANNUAL REPORT OF COMMIT-
TEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERA-
TIONS

Mr. McCARTHY submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 302), which
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was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

Resolved, That the Senate Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations of the
Committee on Government Operations is
authorized to have printed for its use 12,000
copies of Senate Report No. 881, 83d Con-
gress, 2d session, entitled “Annual Report of
the Committee on Government Operations
made by its Senate Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations pursuant to Senate
Resolution 40."

AMENDMENT OF RULE RELATING
TO COMMITTEE AND SUBCOM-
MITTEE PROCEDURE

Mr. CASE submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 303), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

Resolved, That subsection 3 of rule XXV
of the standing rules of the Senate is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“(c) The rules of the committees shall be
the rules of the subcommittees so far as ap-
plicable. Committees and subcommittees
may adopt additional rules not inconsistent
with the rules of the Senate.

“(d) Unless otherwise provided, committee
action shall be by vote of a majority of a
quorum, but an investigating subcommittee
of any committee may be authorized only
by majority vote of the committee and any
such authorization shall be reported in writ-
ing to the President of the Senate.

*(e) Bubpenas to require the attendance
of witnesses, the giving of testimony, and
the production of books, papers, or other evi-
dence shall be issued only by authority of
the committee or subcommittee,

“(f)y Committee interrogation of witnesses
ghall be conducted only by members and
authorized staff personnel of the committee
and no person shall be employed for or as-
glgned to investigate activities until ap-
proved by the committee.

“(g) A witness subpenaed to appear before
a committee may be accompanied by counsel
of his own choosing and may be advised of
his legal rights by such counsel while testi-
Iying.

“(h) No confidential testimony taken or
confldential material presented in an execu-
tive hearing of a committee, and no report
of the proceedings of such a hearing, shall be
made public either in whole or in part or by
way of summary unless authorized by a ma-
Jority vote of the committee.

“(1) No committee or subcommittee hear-
ing shall be scheduled in any place outside of
the District of Columbia except by a ma-
Jjority vote.

*“(j) Vouchers covering expenditures of
any investigating committee shall be accom-~
panied by a statement signed by the chair=
man that the investigation was duly author-
ized under the provisions of this rule.”

E£0CIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1954 —AMENDMENT

Mr. IVES submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 9366) to amend the Social
Security Act and the Internal Revenue
Code so as to extend coverage under
the old-age and survivors insurance pro-
gram, increase the benefits payable
thereunder, preserve the insurance
rights of disabled individuals, and in-
crease the amount of earnings permitted
without loss of benefits, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.
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AMENDMENT OF SUBVERSIVE AC-
TIVITIES CONTROL ACT OF 1950—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
submit amendments intended to be pro-
posed by me to the bill (S. 3706) to
amend the Subversive Activities Control
Act of 1950 to provide for the determi-
nation of the identity of certain Com-
munist-infiltrated organizations, and for
other purposes. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be printed
and lie on the table, in order that they
can be called up when the proposed leg-
islation is being considered by the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received and printed, and
will lie on the table, as requested by the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

On page 5, line 22, strike out the phrase
“within § years.”

On page 6, line 8, strike out the phrase
“within 5 years.”

On page 6, line 13, strike out the phrase
“within 5 years.”

On page 6, lines 17 and 18, strike out the
phrase “within 5 years.”

On page 6, line 22, strike out the phrase
“within 5 years.”

On page 7, line 8, strike out the phrase
“within 5 years.”

On page B, lines B and 9, strike out the
phrase *“(c), (d), (e), and (f)” and insert
in leu thereof the phrase “(c) and (d).”

On page 10, lines 7 and 8, strike out the
phrase “or paragraph (1) of subsection (§)."

On page 2, strike out all in lines 1 to 14,
inclusive, and insert the following in lieu
thereof: “means any organization in the
United States (A) the policlies, programs, or
actions of which are in any substantial de-
gree directed, dominated, controlled, or influ-
enced by or on behalf of the Communist
Party, a Communist-action organization, or
a member or members thereof, and (B)
which is in a position to affect the national
defense or security of the United States.

“{4B) The term '‘Communist Party’ means
the Communist Party of the United States,
or of any State or Territory, or of any sub-
division of any State or Territory, without
regard to the name by which it may be or
has been known.”

On page 1, line 8, strike out the word “para-
graph" and insert in lieu thereof the word
“paragraphs.”

NOTICES OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENTS TO
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1955

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplementa. appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:
“PAYMENT To FEDERAL REFUBLIC OF GERMANY

“For payment to the Federal Republic of
Germany for the acquisition or construction
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of an Embassy in the District of Columbia,
$300,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be eflective only upon enactment of
legislation set forth in either H. R. 9988 or
5. 1573, 83d Congress."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“BUREAU oF THE CENSUS

“CENSUSES OF BUSINESS, MANUFACTURES, AND
MINERAL INDUSTRIES

“For expenses necessary for taking, com-
piling, and publishing the censuses of busi-
ness, manufactures, and mineral Industries
as authorized by law, including personal
services by contract or otherwise at rates to
be fixed by the Secretary of Commerce with-
out regard to the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended; and additional compensation of
Federal employees temporarily detailed for
fieldwork under this appropriation; $8,430,-
000, to remain available until December 31,
1957."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice in
writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of prcposing to the bill (H. R. 5936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, line —, after “Provided”, insert
the following: *, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That transfers may be
made to the appropriation for the current
fiscal year for ‘Salaries and expenses’ for ad-
ministrative expenses (not to exceed $500,-
000) and for reserve fleet expenses and such
amounts as may be required, and any such
transfers shall be without regard to the
limitations under that appropriation on the
amounts available for such expenses:
Frovided further.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

“REIMBURSEMENT TO DISTRICT oF COLUMBIA

“Fer reimbursement to the highway fund,
District of Columbia, for part cost of con-
struction of highway-railroad grade separa-
tion structure in the District of Columbia
on New York Avenue in the vicinity of
South Dakota Avenue NE., $290,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall only
become available upon the enactment into
law of H. R. 6080, 83d Congress."”

Mr. ERIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in -sriting that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
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purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow=
ing:
“BUREAU OF ACCOUNTS
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES, DIVISION OF DISBURSE~
MENT

*“For an additional amount for salaries and
expenses, $500,000: Provided, That this para-
graph shall be effective only upon enactment
into law of H. R. 9366 or similar legislation of
the 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1855, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

e “BUREAU OF LABOR STANDARDS

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

"For an additional amount for ‘Salaries
and experses,’ $25,000; and the amount made
available under this head in the Department
of Labor Appropriation Act, 1855, for the
work of the President’s Committee on Na-
tional Employ the Physically Handicapped
Week, is increased from $75,000 to $100,000:
Provided, That this paragraph shall be effec-
tive only upon the enactment during the
83d Congress of legislation increasing the
authorization for appropriations for such
purpose.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert the
following:

“UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES

“For payments to unemployed Federal
employees, either directly or through pay-
ments to States, as authorized by title XV
of the Social Security Act, as amended,
£10,000,000, to remain available wuntil
expended.

“UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES, NEXT SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEAR

“For making, after May 31 of the current
fiscal year, payments to States, as authorized
by title XV of the Social Security Act, as
amended, such amounts as may be required
for payment to unemployed Federal employ-
ees, for the first quarter of the next succeed-
ing fiscal year, and the obligations and ex-
penditures thereunder shall be charged to
the appropriation therefor for that fiscal
year.

“The two Immedlately preceding para-
graphs in this act under the head ‘Bureau
of Employment Security’ shall be effective
only upon enactment into law of H. R. 9709,
83d Congress, except that $896,000 of the
appropriation for ‘Grants to States for Un-
employment Compensation and Employment
Service Administration’ shall be effective
only upon enactment into law of H. R. 9640
or S. 2759, 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow=
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-

ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
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suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, beginning in line —,
insert the following:

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 502. There shall be hereafter in the
Department of Labor, in addition to the As-
sistant Secretaries now provided for by law,
one additional Assistant Secretary of Labor,
who shall be appointed by the President by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and who shall be subject in all respects
to the provisions of the act of April 17, 1946
(60 Stat. 91), as amended (5 U. 8. C. 611b),
relating to Assistant Secretaries of Labor.
Section 3 of Reorganization Plan No. 6 of
1950, as amended (64 Stat. 1263; 66 Stat.
121), is hereby repealed: Provided, That the
present incumbent of the position of Admin-
istrative Assistant Secretary may be reas-
signed to an appropriate position in the De-
partment without reduction in the rate of
basic compensation.”

Mr. BRIDGES.submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of the rule XVI for
the purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
9936) making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page —, after line —,
insert the following:

“Foop AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

*“SALARIES AND EXPENSES, CERTIFICATION AND
INSPECTION SERVICES

“The paragraph under this head in the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Appropriation Act, 1955, is amended
to read as follows:

“‘Salaries and expenses, certification and
inspection services: For expenses necessary
for the certification or inspection of certaln
products in accordance with sections 406,
408, 504, 506, 507, 604, 702A, and 706 of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as
amended (21 U. S, C. 346, 348, 354, 356, 357,
364, 372a, and 376), the aggregate of the ad-
vance deposits during the current fiscal year
to cover payments of fees by applicants for
certification or inspection of such products,
to remain available until expended. The
total amount herein appropriated shall be
avallable for personal services; purchase of
chemicals, apparatus, and scientific equip-
ment; expenses of advisory committees; and
the refund of advance deposits for which
no service has been rendered.””

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following.

“PAYMENTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

“Notwithstanding the provisions of section
3 (e) (1) of Public Law 874, 81st Congress,
as amended, the amount payable to a local
educational agency for the fiscal year ending
June 20, 1955, with respect to the number of
children determined under subsection (a)
or (b) of section 3 thereof shall be computed
on the same basis as was used during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, under sub-
sections (a), (b), (c), and (d) of section 3
of sald law.”

12885

Myr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following.

“Salaries, expenses, and grants: For car-
rying out the act of July 26, 1954 (Public
Law 530), including services as authorized
by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946
(6 U. 8. C. 56a), $1,250,000, of which 81
million shall be for grants to the States in
accordance with section 2 of such act: Pro-
vided, That a Conference Director may be
appointed by the Secretary at a salary of
$15,000 per annum.” i

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following.

“GRANTS TO STATES AND OTHER AGENCIES

“For grants to States and other agencies
in accordance with the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act, as amended, $6 million, of which
$1,500,000 is for vocational rehabilitation
services under section 2 of said act; $1,500,-
000 is for extension and improvement proj-
ects under section 3 of saild act; and $3 mil-
lion is for special projects under section 4
of said act: Provided, That the amounts ap-
propriated for the Office of Vocational Re-
habilitation under the heads ‘Payments to
States' in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Appropriation Aet, 1955,
shall be available, without regard to the limi-
tations set forth therein, for the purposes of
section 2 of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act, as amended: Provided jfurther, That
the paragraphs under the head ‘Office of
Vocational Rehabilitation’ in this act shall
be effective only upon enactment into law
of H. R. 9640 or S. 2759, 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, beginning in line —, insert the
following:

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries
and expenses,” $400,000, of which $8,800 shall
be transferred to the appropriation ‘Salaries
and expenses, Office of the General Counsel’:
Provided, That the limitation under this
head in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Appropriation Act, 1855,
on the amount available for production, pur-
chase, and distribution of educational fillms,
is hereby repealed.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
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purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

E'I‘l:le amounts made available under this
head for the fiscal year 1955 shall be avail-
able for the payment of special allowances
to those employees of the Department whose
headquarters are relocated from Baltimore,
Md., to Washington, D. C., at $90 per day after
arrival at Washington, D. C., for 6 days for
employees, plus $4.50 per day additional for
6 days for each member of immediate fam-
ilies of employees.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

“ADVANCES TO STATE, NEXT SUCCEEDING
FiscaL YEAR

“Por making, after May 31 of the current
fiscal year, advances to States under sec-
tion 221 (e) of the Social Security Act, as
amended, for the first quarter of the next
succeeding fiscal year, such sums as may be
necessary from the above authorization may
be expended from the Federal old-age and
survivors insurance trust fund.

“The two immediately preceding para-
graphs under the head ‘Bureau of Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance’ in this act shall
be effective only upon enactment into law
of H. R. 9366 or similar legislation of the
83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

*“CoNSTRUCTION, BUREAU OF OLD-AGE AND

SURVIVORS INSURANCE

*“For construction of an office building and
appurtenant facilities for the Bureau of
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, including
equipment, acquisition of land (including
donations thereof), and preparation of plans
and specifications, $22,290,000, to be derived
from the Federal old-age and survivors in-
surance trust fund and fto remain available
until expended."”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 2936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert the
following:

“WATERSHED PROTECTION

*“For an additional amount for ‘Watershed
protection,” to remain available until ex-
pended, $2,425,000, of which not to exceed
$50,000 shall be transferred to and made a
part of the appropriation ‘Office of the So-
licitor,’ 1955: Provided, That funds appro-
priated under this head shall bs available
for carrying out the purposes of the act
of —— (Public Law —, 83d Cong.) : Provided
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Jurther, That this paragraph shall be effec-
tive only upon enactment into law of H. R.
6788, 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert
the following:

“FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE

“For an additional amount for ‘Foreign
Agricultural Service,” including not to exceed
$15,000 for representation allowances, $1,600,-
000, of which $1 million shall be derived from
such appropriation or appropriations avail-
able to the Department of State as the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget may de-
termine: Provided, That transfers shall be
made under this authorization in lieu of any
similar transfers which may be authorized
under the Agricultural Act of 1954 (H. R.
0680, 83d Cong.) : Provided further, That this
paragraph shall be eflective only upon the
enactment into law of H. R. 9580, 83d Con-
gress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9336)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, beginning in line —,
insert the following:

“CoMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY

“For an additional amount for ‘Commeod-
ity Exchange Authority,” $93,000: Provided,
That $39,000 of this appropriation shall be
effective only upon enactment of legislation
which would add ‘coffee’ under the definition
of the word ‘commodities’ as defined in sec-
tion 2 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act,
as amended (7 U. S. C. 1-17a); $34,000 shall
be effective only upon enactment into law
of H. R. 6435, 83d Congress; and $20,000 shall
be effective only upon enactment into law of
8. 2313, 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert
the following:

“LOAN AUTHORIZATIONS

“For loans under the act of August 28, 1937,
as amended, $3,500,000: Provided, That not
to exceed the foregoing amount shall be bor-
rowed from the Secretary of the Treasury in
the manner authorized under this head in
the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration Appropriation Act,
1955: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be effective only upon enactment
into law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3137, 83d
Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
Ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move

July 31

to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for
the purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
9936) making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page —, after line —,
insert the following:

“OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR

*For an additional amount for ‘Office of
the Solicitor,’ $564,000: Provided, That $40,000
shall be effective only upon enactment into
law of either H. R. 8386 or S. 3137, 83d
Congress."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, line —, after *
insert the following: *: Provided, That &3
million of the foregoing amount shall be
avallable to provide financial assistance to
public school districts for the construction
and equipment of public school facilities
for Navaho Indian children from reserva-
tion areas not included in such districts;
and #$31,000 shall be for the payment of
the excess value of land, water rights, and
irrigation structures to be received by the
Pyramid Lake Palute Tribe of Indians of
the Pyramid Lake Indian Reservation in ex-
change for tribal lands of said tribe located
in the State of Nevada: Provided, That title
to the land to be acquired for said tribe
described as southeast quarter of section 22,
township 21 north, range 24 east, Mount
Diablo base and meridian, containing 160
acres, more or less, and structures shall be
taken in the name of the United States
in trust for said tribe: Provided further,
That the prohibition against the use of funds
appropriated under this heading in the In-
terior Department Appropriation Act, 1855,
for the acquisition of land or water rights
within the State of Nevada, either inside
or outside the boundaries of existing reser-
vations shall not apply to this transaction:
Provided further, That the limitation under
this heading in the Interior Department
Appropriation Aect, 1955, on the amount
available for personal services is increased
by $1 million.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line—, insert the
following:

“GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 702. Limitation on amounts to be
expended for personal services under appro-
priations in the Interior Department Appro-
priation Act, 19556 (Public Law 465, 83d
Cong.), shall not apply to lump-sum leave
payments pursuant to the act of December
21, 1944 (5 U. 8. C. 61b-d)."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
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purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:
“SEc. T03. The limitation for personal serv-
ices under the heading 'Construction, Bonne-
ville Power Administration,’ contained in the
Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1955
(Public Law 465, 83d Cong.), is hereby in-
creased from $6,250,000 to $7,450,000.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“Sgc. T04. Funds appropriated under the
heading, ‘Administration of Territories’ in
the Interior Department Appropriation Act,
1955 (Public Law No. 465, 83d Cong.) shall
be available to carry out the provisions of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands
(Public Law No. 517, 83d Cong)."”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it 18 my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, line —, before the period, in-
sert the following: *“credited to the fund
from which rental payments are made."”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:

On page —, beginning in line —, insert the
following:

“Survey oF GOVERNMENT RECORDS, RECORDS
MANAGEMENT, AND DISPOSAL PRACTICES

*“For necessary expenses, including admin-
{strative expenses, in connection with con-
ducting surveys of Government records, and
records creation, maintenance, management
and disposal practices in Federal agencies,
pursuant to sections 505 and 506 of the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, as amended, $500,000: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
sald act, the Administrator shall have final
authority in all matters involving the con-
duct of surveys and the implementation of
recommendations based on such surveys:
Provided further, That the General Services
Administration is authorized to procure serv-
ices in accordance with section 15 of the act
of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 55a) : Provided
jurther, That a detailed quarterly report on
the progress of each survey conducted here-
under shall be made to the Appropriations
Committees of the Congress.”

Mr, BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
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purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For an additional amount for ‘Salaries
and expenses,’ $1,000,000;, and the limitation
under this head in the Independent Offices
Appropriation Act, 1955, on the amount
available for expenses of travel, is increased
from ‘$169,325' to '$260,825': Provided, That
the authority contained under this head in
the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act,
1954 (Public Law 357), for transfer of funds
to this appropriation is continued through
December 31, 1854, but additional amounts
transferred pursuant to this extension shall
not exceed $250,000, including not to exceed
$25,000 for expenses of travel.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“FaMILY HoUSING'

“For family housing authorized by the en=-
actment into law of H. R. 9924, §3d Congress,
not to exceed $175,000,000 to be made avail-
able to the respective military departments
in such amounts as may be determined by
the Secretary of Defense, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That funds appro-
priated under this heading shall not be used
for family housing unless the Secretary of
Defense certifies that (1) it is impracticable
to construct family housing under the pro-
visions of title VIII of the National Housing
Act, and (2) that adequate housing at rea-
sonable rental rates is not available in the
immediate vicinity of the milltary installa-
tion, and (38) it is impracticable to acquire
suitable housing under cother existing pro-
visions of law."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XI, of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

“The Secretary of the Army may transfer
not to exceed 3,000,000, to the appropria-
tion ‘Army National Guard, 1855' for addi-
tional State National Guard clvilian em-
ployees from any appropriation available to
the Department of the Army when such
transfers are determined by the Secretary of
the Army to be in the national interest.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the following:

“Sec. 906. Subsection (b) of section 404
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 (52 Stat.
993; 49 U. 8. C. 484 (b)) is hereby amended
by inserting at the end thereof the follow-
ing: ‘Provided, That nothing in this or any
other act shall prevent the carriage, storage,
or handling of property free or at reduced
rates for the Department of Defense, or the
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transportation of persons free or at reduced
rates for the Department of Defense on a
space-available basis on scheduled service.” ™

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

“CONSTRUCTION OF TANKERS

“For construction of tankers as author-
ized by the act of , 1854, Public Law —,
$37,600,000 to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That this appropriation
may be transferred to such appropriation as
the President may designate.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, line —, before the period, insert
the following: “purchase of not to exceed
two passenger motor vehicles; and entertain-
ment; $170,000.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow=
ing:

*“CORPORATIONS

“Federal National Mortgage Assoclation:
The limitation on the amount available for
administrative expenses under this head in
title IT of the Independent Offices Appropri-
ation Act, 1956 (Public Law 428), shall be
exclusive of expenses (including expenses for
fiscal agency services performed on a con=-
tract or fee basis) in connection with the is-
suance and servicing of obligations as au-
thorized by title II of the Housing Act of
1954."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it 1s my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the follow-
ing:

“Federal Housing Administration: The
amount made available under this head in
title II of the Independent Offices Appropri-
ation Act, 1955 (Public Law 428), for admin-
istrative expenses, is increased from ‘$5,150,-
000" to *$6,500,000" and the limitation on the
amount available for expenses of travel is
increased from ‘$175,000' to ‘$355,000': Pro-
vided, That the limitation under said head
on the amount available for cerfain non-
administrative expenses of said Adminis-
trator is increased from ‘$25,000,000° to
‘$28,000,000."
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Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the fol-
lowing: “Office of the Administrator, public
facility loans: Not to exceed $210,000 of funds
in the revolving fund established pursuant
to sectlon 108 of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation Liguidation Act, as amended (40
U. 8. C. 459), shall be available for admin-
istrative expenses, but this amount shall be
exclusive of payment for services and facili-
ties of the Federal Reserve banks or any
member thereof, the Federal home loan
banks, and any insured bank within the
meaning of the act creating the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation (act of August
23, 1935, as amended, 12 U. 8. C. 264) which
has been designated by the Secretary of the
Treasury as a depository of public money
of the United States.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the fol-
lowing: “Public Housing Administration:
The amount made available under this head
in title II of the Independent Offices Appro-
priation Act, 19556 (Public Law 428), for
administrative expenses of the Public Hous-
ing Administration in carrying out duties
imposed by law, is increased from ‘$6,950,000"
to ‘$7,750,000’; and the limitation under said
head on the amount available for expenses
of travel is Increased from ‘$500,000' to
‘$580,000."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 19565, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page —, after line —, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 908, The Secretary of the Army is
authorized to convey, subject to such terms,
conditions, and restrictions as are required
by this act and the public interest, to the
Los Angeles City High School District of Los
Angeles County, Calif., all right, title, and
Interest of the United States to the Bir-
mingham General Hospital tract (conslsting
of one hundred seventeen and thirty-one
one-hundredths acres of land, more or less,
and all improvements thereon) located at
Van Nuys, Callf. In addition to other con-
sideration required by this section for the
conveyance authorized hereunder, such
school district shall be required to pay to
the Secretary of the Army the sum of $500,-
000. Upon receipt by the Secretary of the
Army such sum shall be credited to the
appropriation, ‘Military Construction, Army’,
and shall be avallable for (1) the construc-
tion and other costs involved in moving to a
suitable Government-owned site the build-
ings to be reconveyed to the Secretary under
the provisions of this section, and (2) the
construction of additional supporting facili=
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ties at such site as may be required for
authorized defense construction,

“In addition to other terms, conditions,
and restrictions contained in the deed where-
by the Birmingham General Hospital is con-
veyed to such school district, the school
district shall agree, as a part of the consid-
eration for the conveyance, (1) to reconvey
to the Secretary of the Army, immediately
upon acceptance of the deed, and without
consideration, title to the buildings which
are located at the Birmingham General Hos-
pital and which are occupied by troops on
the date of enactment of this act, and (2)
to permit such buildings to remain in place
for continued occupancy by troops until
substitute facllities are constructed by the
Secretary of the Army, and such bulldings
are removed.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: on page —, after line —, insert
the following:

“CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

“For an addtional amount for ‘Construc-
tion, General,’ $8,275,000 to remain available
until expended, of which 1,600,000 shall be
avallable for advanced engineering and
design by the Corps of Engineers for projects
which have been authorized for development
with participation by State, local govern-
ment or private groups and for authorized
projects which are under consideration for
participation by such agencies: Provided,
That not to exceed $2,000,000 of unexpended
funds appropriated for the current or any
previous fiscal year to the Department of the
Army for Construction, General, Rivers and
Harbors, shall be available until expended for
use on such authorized river and harbors
projects as may be determined by the Sec-
retary of Defense to be essential to the na-
tional defense program.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
9936) making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 18565, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page —, after line —,
insert the following:

“For contribution to the city of Muskogee,
toward the construction of a water supply
pipeline from the existing city water supply
intake on the Grand River near its junc-
tion with the Arkansas River to Fort Gibson
Dam, in settlement for all damages to the
water supply of the city of Muskogee, on
account of the construction and operation
of Fort Gibson Reservoir, $200,000 out of
funds previously appropriated.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 19565, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert the
following:

“The project for bank protection on the
Missouri River from Kenslers Bend, Nebraska,
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to Sloux City, Towa, authorized by the act
approved August 18, 1941, and modified and
extended upstream to include Miners Bend
and vicinity, South Dakota and Nebraska, by
the act of June 30, 1948, is hereby further
modified to include dredging McCook Lake at
an estimated Federal cost of not to exceed
$500,000.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for oth-
er purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, after line —, insert the
following:

“EMERGENCY FUND FOR INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIRS

“For expenses necessary to enable the
President to take such measures as he
deems appropriate to meet extraordinary or
unusual circumstances arising in the inter-
national affairs of the Government, $5 mil-
lion, to remain available until expended, for
use in the President's discretion and without
regard to such provisions of law as he may
specify: Provided, That the President shall
transmit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and of the House of Rep-
resentatives, not less often than gquarterly, a
full report of expenditures under this appro-
priation.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow=-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my Intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1855, and for oth-
er purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, line —, after “allocat-
ed”, insert the followlng: “Provided further,
That the entire amount herein appropri-
ated may, if found necessary by the Bureau
of the Budget for effective administration of
the program, be apportioned for use during
the first 9 months of the fiscal year.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1855, and for oth-~
er purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page —, line —, after “Conclu-
slon:” strike out “$8,625,000" and insert the
following: “$11 million: Provided, That not
to exceed $350,000 of the unobligated bal-
ance of the 1954 appropriation for this pur-
pose shall remain avallable until June 30,
1955."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9936)
making supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, name-
ly: On page —, after line —, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sgc. 1312, The appropriations, authoriza-
tions, and authority with respect thereto in
this act shall be available from July 1, 1954,
for the purposes provided in such appropria=
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tions, authorizations, and authority. All
obligations incurred during the period be=-
tween June 30, 1954, and the date of enact=
ment of this act in anticipation of such ap-
propriations, authorizations, and authority
are hereby ratified and confirmed if in ac-
cordance with the terms hereof and the
terms of Public Law 475, 83d Congress.”

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XTI, of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give no-
tice in writing that it is my intention to
maove to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for
the purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R.
9936) making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page —, beginning in line
—, insert the following:

“SEec. 907. (a) The Department of Defense
1s authorized to acquire by purchase, or by
lease or otherwise for a period not to exceed
7 years, not to exceed six vessels capable of
transporting, loading, and unloading rail-
road rolling stock, on rails by the roll-on,
roll-off method, as well as wheeled and
tracked military equipment to be loaded
and discharged under their own power.

*“(b) Any appropriation of the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be available for the
purposes of this act.”

Mr. BRIDGES also submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him
1o House hill 9936, making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

(For texts of amendments referred to,
see the foregoing notices.)

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED
ON CALENDAR

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles, and referred, or
placed on the calendar, as indicated:

H.R.7840. An act to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act, the Ralilroad Retirement
Tax Act, and the Raillroad Unemployment
Insurance Act; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

H.R, 8384. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interlor to construct, operate,
and maintain the Talent division of the
Rogue River Basin reclamation project,
Oregon; and

H.R.8488. An act authorizing construc-
tion of the works to reestablish for the Palo
Verde Irrigation District, California, a means
of diversion of its irrigation water supply
from the Colorado River, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R.9434. An act to amend section 216 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended, to provide for the mailntenance
of the Merchant Marine Academy; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

H.R.9666. An act to amend section 1001,
paragraph 412, of the Tariff Act of 1930, with
respect to hardboard; to the Committee on
Finance,

H. R, 9785. An act to provide a method for
compensating claims for damages sustained
as the result of the explosions at Texas City,
Tex.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.9987. An act to amend certain pro-
visions of title XI of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1836, as amended, to facilitate private
financing of new ship construction, and for
other purposes; placed on the calendar.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC. FRINTED IN THE
RECORD
On request, and by unanimous con-

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,

were ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:
By Mr. DOUGLAS:
Statement prepared by him on the tenth
anniversary of the Battle of Warsaw.

JOHN C. ALLEN—EDITORIAL

Mr. DIRKESEN. Mr. President, I take
pride in asking unanimous consent to
have printed in the body of the RECORD
a complimentary article on John C.
Allen, Assistant Postmaster General, a
citizen of Illinois, who will soon leave the
postal service to retire to Illinois, and to
return to his prior employment. I am
delighted to note the tribute to him
which was published in the Washington
Post on Monday, July 26, 1954. He de-
serves this tribute.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

IpEA MAN

The resignation of Assistant Postmaster
General John C. Allen deprives the Post Of-
fice Department of one of its most versatile
and imaginative executives. Mr. Alien
brought fresh and challenging ideas to a De-
partment long Ingrown in its concepts of
handling transportation of the mall. He
sought to apply to the mail service some of
the techniques he had used in private busi-
ness as traffic manager for Sears Roebuck &
Co., and he succeeded in some notable re-
spects. Perhaps his outstanding accomplish-
ment was the inauguration of first-class mail
service by air on an experimental basis, us-
ing excess airline capacity, on Washington-
Chicago, New York-Chicago, New York-Flor-
ida and Chicago-Florida routes. The experi-
ments have proved eminently worthwhile,
Mr. Allen also helped draw up the plan to
separate air subsidies from mail payments.
His enthusiasm and determination occasion-
ally created resentment among the carriers
with which he worked, particularly when he
gquestioned rate structures; but his question-
ing also served to impress upon industry the
need to do a better job. There can be no
doubt that he has materially benefited the
Government and the taxpayers in obtaining
speedier, more economical mall service. He
deserves a vote of appreclation as he returns
to private life. :

MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE-
MENT OF MERCHANT-TYPE VES-
SELS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 3546) to
provide an immediate program for the
modernization and improvement of such
merchant-type vessels in the reserve
fleet as are necessary for national de-
fense, which were, on page 2, line 14,
strike out “twelve” and insert “twenty-
four”; on page 2, line 20, strike out “$45,-
000,000” and insert “$25,000,000”; on
page 2, lines 22 and 23, strike out “and on
the Great Lakes or other inland water-
ways,” on page 2, line 25, strike out all
after “and” over through page 3, line 4,
and insert:

(4) may be negotiated without competi-
tive bidding whenever such action is deter-
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mined by the Secretary of Commerce to be
necessary to carry out the purpose of this act.

And on page 3, line 7, strike out $45,-
000,000" and insert *“$25,000,000.”

Mr. BUTLER. I move that the Sen-
ate disagree to the amendments of the
House, request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Maryland will yield
at this point, let me ask whether this is
the matter he took up earlier with the
minority leader?

Mr, BUTLER. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maryland.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BUTLER,
Mr. Payne, and Mr. MAGNUSON con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

THE ROBERT A. TAFT MEMORIAL
FOUNDATION

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, it
was just a year ago today—July 31,
1953—that the Senate heard the sad
news of the death of Senator Robert A.
Taft, of Ohio, the majority leader. I
know that I do not speak for myself alone
when I say that despite his untimely
death, his presence and the ideals and
objectives for which he stood continue
in this Chamber.

I recall on that day a year ago, when
the tragic news of Senator Taft's death
reached us, Senator after Senator, on
both sides of the aisle, stood on the floor
of the Senate, and one common theme
was noticeable in the spontaneous eulo-
gies they delivered. That theme was
expressed in a simple way: That the
life of Bob Taft and the philosophy he
espoused, in victory and defeat, would
continue to inspire and encourage his
colleagues in the Senate, as well as the
people throughout the Nation who were
devoted to him.

In recent days, a number of Senator
Taft's closest friends have formed the
Robert A. Taft Memorial Foundation,
to perpetuate the high standards and
ideals of public service which were ex-
emplified by the life of Senator Taft.
I have had the honor of being asked to
serve as one of the trustees for the
foundation. The President of the United
States is the honorary chairman, and
former President Herbert Hoover has
been named as chairman. The founda-
tion will promote the collection and dis-
bursing of funds to be used for fur-
thering the high purposes which moti-
vated the life of Senator Taft. These
purposes, stated briefly, will be the ad-
vancement of progress in the religious,
charitable, scientific, literary, and edu-
cational fields in the United States.

As long as any of us survive, we shall
remember with great appreciation the
great public service of Bob Taft.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I rise just to identify myself
with what the majority leader said
about the late beloved Robert A, Taft. I
also have been honored by being invited
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to be a charter member of the Robert A.
Taft Memorial Foundation; and it is
with the greatest pride and satisfaction
I have accepted the invitation.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
as one who has been honored by being
asked to be a charter member of the
Board of Trustees of the Robert A. Taft
Memorial Foundation, I desire to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the
majority leader and of the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

With the late Senator’s name, his
background, and what he stood for
throughout his life, the Robert A. Taft
Memorial Foundation will be of great
value to all the citizens of the country.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, as
one of the Senators who have been in-
vited to become trustees of the Robert A.
Taft Memorial Foundation, I should like
to associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished majority leader and
other Senators, because it is a great
honor and a privilege to be associated
with his name and with this under-
taking,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
now desire to refer to the legislative
program. I should like to make a brief
announcement to the Senate. The
pending business is Senate Resolution
301, submitted by the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpers]. I expect that,
after the morning hour, the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of the mo-
tion which is before us. -

I hope that the Senate may continue
in session until approximately 12:30
p. m. today. At that time I shall move
a recess of the Senate until 2 o'clock.
I consider this to be a matter of great
importance. Inasmuch as there has
been no committee consideration, in
fairness to all parties concerned, I feel
that every Senator should hear all the
debate. The recess will permit the Sen-
ators to obtain their lunch and to return
to the Senate Chamber.

The Senate will reconvene at about
2 o'clock and continue in session until
approximately 7 or 7:30 tonight. At
that point I shall move that the Senate
stand in recess until Monday next.

I wanted Senators to be advised of the
situation so that they could make their
plans accordingly.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes.

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senate ses-
sion begin at noon on Monday, so that
committees may have an opportunity
to meet?

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is planned that
on Monday the Senate will meet at noon,
so that committees may function on
Monday morning, and arrange their
plans accordingly.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President——

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Does the Senator from
Connecticut correctly understand that
the motion before us is the motion of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr, FLANDERS]
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to take up the resolution of censure

or——

Mr. ENOWLAND. I believe that is the
motion, but I was about to address a par-
liamentary inquiry to the Chair so that
we may have the correct picture be-
fore us.

Mr.
inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. What is the pend-
ing question before the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY] to
proceed to consider Senate Resolution
301, submitted by the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. FLANDERS].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, just
a brief announcement, and I shall be
finished.

When we shall have disposed of the
Flanders resolution—and I cannot pre-
dict just when that will be—we shall, of
course, resume consideration of the for-
eign aid bill. We shall continue consid-
eration of the foreign aid bill until it is
disposed of, and I shall then move to
make the farm bill the unfinished
business.

When the farm bill shall have been dis-
posed of—and debate on that measure
will probably continue for several days—
I expect to move to proceed to consider
a series of anti-Communist bills. There
are three on the calendar, namely, Cal-
endar No. 1720, Senate bill 3706, a bill to
amend the Subversive Activities Control
Act of 1950; Calendar No. 1834, Senate
bill 3428, relating to the guarding of de-
fense facilities protection against espio-
nage and sabotage; and Calendar No.
1833, House bill 9580, to revise laws re-
lating to espionage and sabotage.

Those bills will be followed by the pro-
posed social security extension legisla-
tion, Calendar No. 2004, House bill 9366;
the veterans' compensation bill, Calen-
dar No. 2002, House bill 9020; the school
construction legislation, Calendar No.
1797, Senate bill 2601; the Servicemen's
Indemnity Act, Calendar No. 2003, House
bill 5314; the unemployment compensa-
tion program, Calendar No. 1808, House
bill 9709.

Following - those bills, whenever they
are ready, there will also be the foreign
aid appropriation bill and the supple-
mental appropriation bill, and, of course,
conference reports, as they become
ready.

A number of other bills, announcement
with respect to which has been previ-
ously given, will be taken up as they can
be worked in.

When the foreign-aid bill has been
disposed of, and just prior to the con-
sideration of the farm bill, as previously
announced, I expect to ask for the con-
sent of the Senate to have a calendar
call for the consideration of unobjected-
to bills from the beginning of the calen-
dar so that we may ascertain how many
of the measures on the calendar can be
disposed of. In that way the majority
leader and the policy committee will
be able to determine what remaining
bills can be scheduled in the time that
is left. I shall consult with the minor-

President, a parliamentary
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ity leader [Mr. Jounson of Texas] in
regard to the further program.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that the House has adopted a
concurrent resolution to adjourn sine die
as of July 31.

Of course, the Senate will not adjourn
as of July 31. At the proper time the
Senate will have to amend that reso-~
lution so as to name the date which
seems in keeping with the desires of the
Senate. But the resolution is here to
be amended and passed and returned to
the House in preparation for adjourn-
ment sine die.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE AND PERSONAL
STATEMENTS

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I regret
to say before I knew of the meeting of
the Senate this afternoon, I had made
an engagement in my own State, which
is quite important and which I feel
obliged to keep. I ask to be excused,
with the consent of the Senate, from 4
o'clock this afternoon on. I shall be here
Monday morning for the convening of
the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is essential that I be absent
from the Senate this afternoon. It is
a matter over which I have very little
control. Therefore, at the conclusion
of my remarks, I shall ask leave of the
Senate to be absent this afternoon.

I expect to be present in the Senate
Chamber on Monday, but in the event
a vote is taken this afternoon upon the:
question of the resolution of the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. FLaNDERs], if
it should become the business of the:
Senate, I wish to make my attitude per-
fectly clear. I shall vote against the
resolution of the Senator from Ver-
mont. I wish to make my position clear
in the event a vote is had during my
absence this afternoon.

I feel that there is no charge or speci-
fication involved in the resolution of cen-
sure by the Senator from Vermont which
charges the junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCARTHY] with any viola-
tion of the rules of the Senate or of
the committee of which he is the chair-
man. I feel that the resolution is an
utterly improper approach to a question
involving a difference of opinion as to
either methods or political position.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that for 2 weeks, with sessions
running around the clock, the major
portion of the business of the Senate was
held up, and, therefore, the business of
the Congress was held up, by what I con-
sider to be the delaying tactic of a fili-
buster. Certain Senators do not agree
with that viewpoint. However, I con-
sider that that procedure did a disservice
to the business of the Senate and to the
United States. But should such tactics
become the subject of a motion of cen-
sure against Senators who participated
in what I believe to have been an un-
necessary, unusual, and repetitious dis-
cussion of issues which could have been
decided in about 4 days? Certainly not.
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They were operating under the rules of
the Senate.

It would be just as unconscionable to
charge those Senators with conduct un-
becoming a Senator or Senators, and to
file a motion of censure against them
because I happened to think that they
delayed the business of the Government
of the United States. As I say, certain
other Senators do not agree with me.

I may or may not agree with the
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY]. Probably I do not agree
with him in positions he has taken in
many cases. 1 probably agree with the
Senator on other positions he has taken,
But for me to vote for censure because
of a man's own personal convictions and
his belief that he is properly discharging
the responsibility which the people
placed upon him when he was elected to
the Senate, is utterly unconscionable.

Whenever the junior Senator from
Wisconsin is charged with violating the
rules of the Senate, I will meet that
issue and vote on it. If I believe the
Senator has violated the rules of the
Senate in any way that deserves censure,
I will vote to censure him.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr., HICKENLOOPER. I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for 2 additional
minutes in view of the fact that I am
leaving the Chamber.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Senator from Iowa may pro-
ceed.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. To censure
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] for pursuing the dictates of his
own conscience, in the belief that he is
representing the interests of his people
and the Government, without pointing
out specific alleged violations, is uncon-
scionable, as I said a moment ago.

Mr. President, I suggest that hardly
a week goes by in the Senate during
which a Member or Members do not in
some minor degree—and sometimes in
a major degree—transgress and violate
the rules of the Senate; but they are
not called to account for such viola-
tions. We tolerate them.

In this case there is no transgression.
There is no specific allegation of a vio-
lation of either the rules of the Senate
or of the committee of which the junior
Senator from Wisconsin is chairman.

I wish to make my position perfectly
clear on the proposal of the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smitu]. If it is
voted on today, I wish to declare that
I am against it. I do not believe it is
the proper procedure. I think it pro-
ceeds on the wrong assumption. In my
judgment, it has no place in this pro-
ceeding.

If the resolution of censure comes up
on Monday for a vote, I shall vote against
it. If it comes up in my absence, I wish
my position to be clear.

I shall vote to censure any Member
of the Senate when I believe he is guilty
of a violation of the rules and deserves
censure, but I shall not vote to censure
any Member of the Senate, regardless of
how much I may personally disagree
with his political or social views, when
he is exercising the freedom, the liberty,
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and the rights which election to the
office of Senator, not only of his own
State, but of the United States, places
upon him.

Now that I have made my position
clear, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to be absent from the Senate
for the remainder of the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, leave is granted.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Nebraska is flying
home to Nebraska over the weekend to
attend the State convention of the
American Legion, a convention which the
Senator has not missed in 35 years.

The first question my comrades there
will ask me is, “How did you vote on the
McCarthy matter?” I desire to make
my position clear in the RECORD.

Mr. President, there are many to
whom the term “Johnny-come-latelys”
might be applied in connection with
the fight against communism, but that
term cannot be applied to the American
Legion. The American Legion's war
started 35 years ago, come November 11
this year. It started at Centralia, Wash.,
when the American Legion post of that
town, marching down the streets of its
hometown on the first anniversary of
the armistice, was fired upon by the
IWW, the extreme radicals of those days.
Warren Grim, the commander of the
post, was shot and killed.

Much has been said about methods.
The American Legion learned about
methods the hard way. Rifle fire was
the method of the TWW.

From that day until this minute the
American Legion has declared and waged
unrelenting war on all those who would
destroy the American institutions for
which all American veterans have
fought.

Mr. President, T may or may not re-
turn in time to vote, but my vote will be
subject to one test, and one test only.
If either a vote “yea” or a vote “nay”
will lend comfort in the slightest degree
to the Communists and their multitudes
of fellow travelers, then I shall not cast
such a vote.

Mr. President, I request leave of ab-
sence for such time as may be necessary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, leave is granted.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conscnt to be excused from
attendance on the session of the Senate
for the remainder of the day, beginning
at 12 o'clock noon. God willing, I shall
return Monday morning,

I have missed the 35th reunion of the
American Legion because of the work of
the Senate.

I have missed the convention of the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of Pennsyl-
vania, which I have always attended, be-
cause of work in the Senate.

I have missed the 55th anniversary of
my old regiment, which served in the
Philippines. This morning that regi-
ment will celebrate the 56th anniversary
of its baptism of fire.

I have always opposed communism. I
have always wanted to see proper proce-
dure, so far as parliamentary bodies are
concerned, and so far as our courts are
concerned.

12891

I desire to leave this message: If the
Senate votes on the resolution of censure
this afternoon, I desire to be recorded as
in opposition to it. I shall read the
speeches which are delivered this after-
noon.

I hope the question will be considered
in an orderly manner, as any court pro-
ceeding or parliamentary proceeding
should be conducted.

I am very sorry not to be able to be
present this afternoon. I desire to have
the REcorp show my views.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, leave of absence is granted the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. FERGUSON was excused from
attendance on the session of the Senate
on Monday, August 2, because of a death
in his family.

IMPLEMENTATION OF UNIVERSAL
COPYRIGHT CONVENTION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to note that yesterday the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee reported a bill
to implement the Universal Copyright
Convention which had earlier been ap-
proved by the Senate.

It is my earnest hope that very shortly
the Senate companion bill, S. 2559, can
be brought up for final Senate debate.

The convention and the domestic im-
plementing bill necessary to the conven-
tion going into effect are of major and
historic importance to the American
book, magazine, music-publishing, and
printing industries; to the American
motion-picture industry, American au-
thors, composers, and playwrights; to
scholars, educators, and librarians; and
to a great variety of other organizations.

I know that my colleagues, once the
hill is brought up on the Senate floor,
will promptly approve it, because it
would be unthinkable for the conven-
tion to fail to take effect before next
year,

I send to the desk a list of the organi-
zations supporting the Universal Copy-
right Convention and related legislation.
I ask unanimous consent that this list be
printed at this point in the body of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorD, as
follows:

GROUPS SUPPORTING THE UNIVERsAL CoPy-
RIGHT CONVENTION AND THE RELATED
LEGISLATION

(S. 2559, Senator Lancer; H. R. 6670 and
H. R. 6616, Congressmen Reep and CrRuM-
PACKER)

American Academy of Arts and Sciences.

American Bar Association.

American Book Publishers Council, Inc.

American Civil Liberties Union.

American Council on Education.

American Council of Learned Societies.

American Library Association.

American Society of Composers, Authors,
and Publishers.

Artists Equity Association.

Association of American University Presses.

Authors League of America.

Book Manufacturers’ Institute.

Catholic Library Association.

Chicago Bar Association.

Chicago Patent Law Association.

Christian Science Church,
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Congress of Industrial Organizations.

Copyright Committee of the Bar Associa=-
tion of the City of New York.

Curtis Publications.

Federal Bar Association.

Hearst Publications.

Inter-American Bar Assoclation.

Los Angeles County Bar Assoclation.

McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.

Music Publishers Association.

Music Publishers Protective Assoclation.

Mystery Writers Association of America.

National Association of Radio and Tele-
vision Broadcasters.

National Music Council.

Patent Bar Association.

Photographers' Association of America.

Protestant Church-Owned Publishers As-
sociation.

Reader's Digest.

Song Writers Protective Assoclation.

A PERMANENT MERCHANT
MARINE ACADEMY

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to note that yesterday the House
of Representatives, by voice vote, passed
H. R. 9434 to amend section 216 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936,
as amended, to provide for the mainte-
nance of a United States Merchant Ma-
rine Academy.

It is my pleasure to serve as a cospon-
sor of a companion bill on the Senate
side for this same purpose, S. 3610.

On July 23, our colleague, the senior
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
commented in the CoONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, on page 11576, on reasons why a
Senate Commerce Subcommittee which
he heads has decided to temporarily
defer action on this proposed legislation.

I earnestly hope that our associate and
his colleagues will now, however, decide
to reconsider their position, notwith-
standing the reasons set forth in the
July 23 statement.

A strengthened United States mer-
chant marine is absolutely required in
this age of great danger,

If Congress does not take action in
this session, it may be a year or longer
before final action again looms as pos-
sible. That year should not be lost.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the text of a tele-
gram which I have received from Mr,
James J. Murphy, president, Alumni As-
sociation of the United States Merchant
Marine Cadet Corps.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRb,
as follows:

New Yorx, N. Y., July 31, 1954.
Scrator WILEY,
Semate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Unanimous action of the House on H. R.
9434 is a clear manifestation of the support
for this bill. This action was taken not-
withstanding the position of Secretary Weeks
nd represents a unanimity for the bill that
is most gratifying. I sincerely trust that
the House action will influence favorable
action in the Senate on the companion bill
S. 3610. Any floor action by the Senate will
receive the support of a majority of the
Senators. I sincerely trust that you can
move S. 3610 to the floor of the Senate.

Very truly yours,
J. J. MURPHY,
National President Alumni Associa-
tion of the United States Mer-.
chant Marine Cadet Corps.
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SALVATION ARMY WEEK

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, one of
the great and universally esteemed or-
ganizations of our land is the famed Sal-
vation Army.

There is now pending in the Senate
Judiciary Committee a resolution for ob-
servance of a week in its honor. Al-
though introduced earlier this month, I
trust that the resolution will be promptly
and favorably acted upon before ad-
journment.

I send to the desk the texts of several
messages which I have received from
several of Wisconsin’s most distinguished
citizens. They have highly and rightly
praised the work of this great organi-
zation which, incidentally, administers
6,400 centers of charitable and religious
work. These messages were personal ex-
pressions to me, but I feel will evidence
the high caliber of lay leaders support-
ing this organization.

I ask unanimous consent that these
messages, all of which come from men
whom I esteem as great and good friends,
be printed in the body of the CONGRES-
sioNAL Recorp at this point, together
with a letter from Lieutenant Colonel
Leader, of Wisconsin divisional head-
quarters. I ask that they be followed by
the text of the actual resolution which
was offered by our able colleague, the
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives].

There being no objection, the letters
and the resolution were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Miwavkee, Wis., July 29, 1954.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WILEY: As a trustee of the
Salvation Army here in Milwaukee, I would
request that, if you can, you favor the Joint
Resolution No. 173 now in the Senate to au-
thorize the President to proclaim the week of
November 28, 1954, through December 4, 1954,
as National Salvation Army Week.

I have served as a trustee of this wonder-
ful crganization for several years, and can
truthfully say that the work which it per-
forms Is of tremendous importance, and the
good effect thereof is felt throughout the
Nation. I feel that the Salvation Army de-
serves the recognition provided for in this
Joint resolution.

With kindest regards,

Sincerely yours,
Leon B. LAMFROM.

Avperr H. WEINBRENNER Co.,
Milwaukee, Wis., July 29, 1954.
Senator ALExaNDER WILEY,
United Statés Senate,
Washington D.C.

My Dear Frienp: You perhaps recall that
for a period of 2 years I was president of the
Citizens' Advisory Committee of the Salva-
tion Army in Wisconsin.

EKnowing the Salvation Army and its ldeals
s0 intimately, I am very much interested in a
joint resolution which Senator Ives intro-
duced before the Judiciary Committee on
July 9. I am attaching a copy of this reso-
lution.

I trust that you can and will give your
favorable consideration to Senator Ives’ reso-
lution regarding the Salvation Army.

My kindest personal regards,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN E. DICKINSON.
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Groee-UnioN, INcC.,
Milwaukee, Wis., July 29, 1954.

The Honorable ArLExanpErR WILEY,

The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dea: Smm: Having an interest in the work
of the Salvation Army and being actively a
member of their advisory board of the Mil-
waukee unit, I wish to urge your favorable
consideration of the Senate Joint Resolution
No. 173, authorizing the President to proclaim
the week of November 28 through December
4, 1954, as National Salvation Army Week.

Being fully aware of the fine work this or-
ganization is doing, I am sure you will give
support to the passing of this resolution.

Very truly yours,
Wnm. M. WANVIG.
THE SALVATION ARMY,
Milwaukee, Wis., July 26, 1954.
Senator ALEXANDZ=R WILEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

MY DEAR SENATOR: Senator IRvING M. IVes
(New York) has recently presented Senate
Joint Resolution 173 to the 2d session of the
83d Congress,

This resolution requests the President of
the United States to proclaim the week of
November 28 to December 4, 1954, as National
Salvation Army Week, honoring the Army
for 75 years of service to humanity in the
United States.

Naturally, this resolution is of great in-
terest to us in the Salvation Army. We hope
that you will be able to give it your support
when a vote is called.

Yours sincerely,
Darras P. LEADER,
Lieutenant Colonel, Divisional Com-
mander.

Joint resolution to authorize the President to
proclaim the week of November 28, 1954,
through December 4, 1954, as National Sal=
vation Army Week

Whereas in October of 1879 a lone woman
Salvation Army officer, Lt. Eliza Shirley, en-
couraged the formation of an official party,,
comprising seven women officers and Com-
missioner George Scott Railton, to extend the
work of the Salvation Army in the United
States; and :

Whereas today the Salvation Army has
grown into a huge operation with its 3,996
officers administering 6,400 centers of char-
itable and religious work assisted by 34,687
prominent citizens of all races and creeds
who have formally associated themselves in
the close relationship of lay leadership; and

‘Whereas the Salvation Army, acting under
a charter issued by the State of New York
in 1899, is an organization designed to oper-
ate as a religious and charitable organization
with the following purposes: The spiritual,
moral, and physical reformation of all who
need it; the reclamation of the vicious, crim-
inal, dissolute, and degraded; visitation
among the poor and lomely and sick: the
preaching of the gospel and dissemination of
Christian truth by means of open-air and
indoor meetings: Therefore be it

Resolved, etc., That the President of the.
United States is requested and authorized
to officially proclaim the week beginning No-
vember 28, 1954, through December 4, 1054,
as National Salvation Army Week.

MESSAGES ON FARM PARITY
SUPPORT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, messages
continue to pour into my office on the ab-
solute necessity of strong farm parity
support legislation. One telegram to me
vesterday afternoon reported that farm-
ers were receiving as little as $2.60 per.
hundredweight of milk. This is a piti-
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fully small return for the farmer's hard
labor and investment.

I send to the desk two representative
messages which I have received. I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
at this point in the body of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD,

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

CHicago, ILn., July 16, 1954.
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building:

Upon behalf of 16,600 Pure Milk Associa-
tion dairy farmers we strongly urge your
support of Senate farm bill, 8. 3052, as re-
ported by Senate Agriculture Committee,

W. E. WINN,
President, Richmond, Il
H. C. KvrEET,
Joliet, Ill.
J. J. VOLKERING,
Burlington, Wis.
F. HucLi,
Union Mills, Ind.
H. NoremM,
Newark, IIl.
C. M. COSGROVE,
Elgin, I

CaIrPEWA Farrs, Wis., July 29, 1954.
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building:
Wisconsin Farmers Union urges you to sup-
port Senate Agriculture Committee majority
report. We further request amendment to
raise dairy supports to at least 80 percent
parity. Milk prices to farmers now lowest
since 1938. Our plant hit new low of 2.60
hundredweight. Consumers not benefiting
in farmers low prices.
Wisconsin FarMmers UnNiON,
K. W. Hones, President.

THE MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1954

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no further morning business to be trans-
acted, the Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business, which the Sec-
retary will state for the information of
the Senate.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
9678) to promote the security and for-
eign policy of the United States by fur-
nishing assistance to friendly nations,
and for other purposes.

THE JUNIOR SENATOR FROM
WISCONSIN

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY ] tO
proceed to consider Senate Resolution
301, submitted by the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. FLANDERS. Is it not true that
the Senate has not heretofore voted to
consider the resolution of censure?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect. The Senator from Vermont will
recall that the Chair was putting the
question on the motion of the Senator
from Wisconsin, but the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. CorpoN]l was on his feet
seeking recognition,

Mr. FLANDERS. May we not have
a vote on that motion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gues-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] to proceed to the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 301) to cen-
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sure the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
MCCARTHY |.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the reso-
lution.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to address myself to this
controversial matter in a spirit some-
what different, I think, from the spirit
in which it has been discussed. I have
thought and felt deeply on this matter
for some months.

Two days ago I announced on the floor
of the Senate that I proposed to offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the pending resolution of the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], but
before formally offering it—which I shall
do in a few moments—I desire to tell my
colleagues my approach to this matter
and the reason I shall offer this sub=-
stitute.

I have been criticized on the ground
that I am ftrying to evade the issue.
That is not true. I am not afraid of the
issue any more than is any other Sena-
tor. My position as a critic of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY] is well known.

I agree with the statement made last
night by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
CorpoN] and other Senators, that the
resolution in its present form is not one
which we should take up in this form.

Frankly, Mr. President, I say with all
kindness to my distinguished colleague
from Illinois [Mr. DirRgsEN], I was deep-
ly distressed by his approach to this
question. It seemed to me he was getting
away from what is before us and trying
to charge, I think unfairly, to the pro-
poser of the resolution motives which I
am certain were not his. In my judg-
ment, the proposer of the resolution, the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]
is acting from the highest motives and
from deep convietions, and I do not ac-
cept the suggestion that he is a part of a
crusade to destroy the junior Senator
from Wisconsin,

Mr. President, my conviction is that
the question is not who is to blame for
the situation in which we find ourselves
or who is to blame for the fact that this
resolution is before us. The issue is,
what is the right thing to do under these
circumstances.

I gave a great deal of thought to this
matter while the MecCarthy-Army hear-
ings were going on. I was not able to
attend those hearings because of the
pressure of business, but I doubt that I
would have attended anyway, for I was
very much disturbed by the publicity,
and other circumstances which accom-
panied the hearings and by the unfortu-
nate impression that was given to the
public of America by the hearings.

Let me say at this moment, before I
discuss my amendment in full detail,
that, in suggesting the creation of the
committee I propose in the amendment,
I have no intention of having it hold any
such sessions as those TV hearings were.
I am not suggesting any public hearings.
I am not suggesting a trial of Senator
McCarTHY. In fact, if the committee I
propose is set up, I hope Senator Mc-
CarTHy will be invited to discuss with it
the approach which should be taken to
the serious question we are facing.
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Mr, President, I am troubled by an-
other matter in connection with the
Flanders resolution. I have had the
great honor of being a Member of this
body for 10 years, and I have made it
a principle never in any way to raise
on the floor of the Senate the question
of the personalities of my colleagues.
The time may come when we may have
to consider that question if something
very flagrant is done, but I have felt that
we should limit ourselves on the floor of
this great body to a discussion of the is-
sues before us. Differ violently, if we
will, on what those issues are, but not
question the motives of those who raise
the issues.

I have the great privilege, Mr. Pres-
ident, of serving as the chairman of a
committee in which we do have differ-
ences of views, but I would be opposed
to any criticism or censure of my col-
leagues on the Democratic side because
they did not happen to agree with the
position I took or the position my party
took. This year on a number of occa-
sions we have had differences, and I
know there was hard feeling at times,
which I regret, but to my mind the ques-
tion of personalities or charging Sena-
tors with wrongful motives is something
below the dignity of this great body.

Mr. President, while the MecCarthy-
Army hearings were going on, another
question which rose in my mind was
whether it was possible to settle this
controversy. Do we have to have violent
battle and competition between the
groups who have these different views?
I was very critical of the junior Senator
from Wisconsin when it seemed to me
he defied the President of the United
States in regard to certain classified
documents, and I made a public state-
ment that it was wrong. The junior
Senator from Wisconsin is aware of that
fact, and I do not think he criticized me
for it. I believe he realizes that I had
a right to criticize him and to take sharp
issue with him. But from that moment
it was my determination to try to work
with the junior Senator from Wisconsin
to see if we could not together devise,
without these' charges and counter-
charges, an approach to this subject
which might bring us into unity rather
than disunity, and into cooperation
rather than divisiveness.

The day the McCarthy hearings were
concluded, my office, at my direction,
called the office of the junior Senator
from Wisconsin and requested a confer-
ence for me with the Senator. The Sen-
ator was away. A few days later I re-
peated the request. I said, “Please gef
the information to the Senator, if you
can locate him, that the Senator from
New Jersey would like to talk to him.”
Finally, when the junior Senator from
Wisconsin returned, we had a talk, and
I told him what was on my mind. I
told him that it seemed to me he was in
a unique position to say to the President
of the United States that he was as much
concerned as we all were over the divi-
siveness and the exchanges of criticisms
which were developing from the hear-
ings, and I suggested that he could very
appropriately move in and say he re-
gretted that situation and wanted to
work with the President of the United
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States, not against the President of the
United States, and wanted to put what-
ever knowledge he had, whatever skills
he had—and he has many valuable and
brilliant skills—at the disposal of the
President and of the administration.

I did not mean that the committee of
which he is the chairman should not

remain alert to the dangers that sur- -

round us, but I did suggest to him that
it would be appropriate for him, in light
of the fact that he is such a controversial
figure, to say that he would be glad tem-
porarily to suspend the immediate oper-
ations of his committee and temporarily,
at least, recognize that there had just
been set up in the Department of Justice
a new division for the purpose of study-
ing and weeding out Communist sub-
versives wherever they might be found
in the United States. I called to his at-
tention that it was a great source of pride
to me and to my colleague from New
Jersey [Mr. HeEnDrICKsON] that, of all
the Federal district attorneys in the
United States, the man who was in office
in New Jersey at that time, appointed
so recently, should have been chosen by
the Attorney General and the President
to head this new division.

I asked the junior Senator from Wis-
consin if he would be willing to meet with
Mr. Tompkins, who is the head of the
division, to discuss these questions. I
am very happy to say that the Senator
said he would be very glad to cooperate.
That was reassuring to me.

I was a little brash, perhaps, but I
even suggested to the junior Senator
from Wisconsin the kind of communi-
cation I thought he might send to the
President, which I believe would be re-
ceived with enthusiasm by the President,
indicating ways in which these opera-
tions might be brought together, and
ways in which the junior Senator from
Wisconsin might continue his contribu-
tions, with the knowledge and the infor-
mation he has. I thought that by offer-
ing, in this instance, to cooperate, there
would be brought about a joint effort and
a healing of the wounds which appear
to be in evidence throughout the coun-
try. My letters show that on the one
hand there are those who think the
junior Senator from Wisconsin is being
persecuted, and on the other, those who
think he is defying the President of the
United States, and should be punished.

My point of view is that I would rather
invite the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin to join with us, and challenge him
to discontinue those activities which we
think are inappropriate, for which I am
prepared to criticize him, but for which
I am most reluctant to censure him
publicly.

What I want to see is an approach of
that kind. I do not want the Senate of
the United States as a whole to consider
the matter simply as what might be
called a pro-and-con discussion between
the two groups, pro-McCarthy and anti-
McCarthy; but if we are to try the Sena-
tor, let us have a proper trial and put it
on the books.

But I do not want fo try the junior
Senator from Wisconsin. I want to sug-
gest the other approach. I asked, How
can we bring that about? I thought it
could be brought about if it were made
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clear in our minds that the issues I was
trying to present were the real issues,
and not a question of who is wrong and
who is right.

If the situation could be handled in
that way, the Vice President of the
United States could be asked to desig-
nate 3 Members of the Senate nomi-
nated by the Republican policy commit-
tee and 3 Members of the Senate
nominated by the Democratic policy
committee. The Vice President could
then be asked to sit with that group, not
to hold hearings, not to conduct tele-
vision circuses, not to have a repetition
of what has happened before, but to de-
cide together what is in keeping with the
dignity of the United States Senate and
what is the responsibility of the United
States Senate. The junior Senator from
Wisconsin could be asked to join with the
committee and agree to abide by the
decision of such a group.

With these thoughts in mind, con-
sidering the trouble which the problem
has caused me in my own thinking, I
have prepared my resolution. In the
first draft, which I sent to every Mem-
ber of the Senate, I used the word ‘“‘Mc-
Carthyism,” because I thought that that,
in a general sense, indicated the diffi-
culty with which we were struggling.
My first draft read as follows:

The disunity in the country over the al-

leged good and evil of so-called McCarthy-
ism—

I was not simply speaking of some-
thing evil, because I recognized the pos-
sibility that there was some goed in the
activities of the junior Senator from
Wisconsin. I wanted to give the jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin full credit
for the good things he has done in fight-
ing the dangers confronting the country.
So at the suggestion of some friends
yvesterday I have amended my amend-
ment to eliminate the word “MecCarthy-
ism,” because I realize that it might
cause some emotional feeling. I do not
want any such feeling to exist. I want
to have an attitude of challenge, to see
if the problem cannot be solved in a
statesmanlike way. So my amendment
now has one little change: I intend to
offer the amendment as a substitute, and
presently I shall send it to the desk. I
do not intend to call it up immediately,
because I do not wish to foreclose any
other Senator from making suggestions
which may be better than mine. I shall
merely ask to have the amendment lie
on the desk, and I shall call it up at
such time as I deem appropriate, prior
to the vote on the resolution of the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS].

My amendment in the nature of a
substitute reads as follows:

Strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That the Senate views with real concern
the growing divisiveness and disunity in the
Senate and throughout the country over
the problems created by the fact that there
had been infiltration of Communists and
other security risks into sensitive positions,
and the methods and procedures employed

in exposing and eliminating such security
risks."

I am trying to remove any element of
personality, and to get to the issues
which are before the country, to see if
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our forces can be brought together, and
if we can recognize the common enemy of
the country, which is the present Com-
munist risk. I continue to read the
resolution:

Resolved further, That it is the immedi-
ate responsibility of the Senate to deal with
this critical situation in an objective, judi-
cial, and statesmanlike manner,

If there were involved ultimate criti-
cism of the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin, that would be up to the committee.
I do not intend that the proposed com-
mittee should try the junior Senator
from Wisconsin. I continue to read:

Resolved further, That the Vice President
of the United States immediately appoint a
special bipartisan committee of the Senate
to investigate and report with recommenda-
tions to the Senate on this controversial
matter. The committee shall be composed
of 6 Senators, 3 of whom shall be nominated
by the Republican policy committee and 3
by the Democratic policy committee.

They do not necessarily have to be
members of the policy committees, but
tkey shall be nominated by those com-
mittees. Senators other than those on
the policy committees may be available
and chosen for this important work. I
continue to read:

The Vice President shall be ex officio
chairman of the group. The committee
shall report with recommendations to the
Senate not later than February 1, 1955.

I do not intend that there shall be any
partisan wrangling in the Senate. I
think it would be wiser to have a com-
mittee appointed, the committee then
to work objectively for the best interests
of the United States, the Senate, and
the dignity of the Senate, which we are
seeking to preserve. In my judgment,
this is the approach which should be
made to this important question.

Mr. President, I now send to the desk
my amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, which I ask to have lie on the
desk until I feel the time has come to ask
for a vote on it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and lie on
the table.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. In clos-
ing, I simply wish to say that I believe
the committee, if it be chosen, could deal
with these problems and could be of
great service to the country.

In the first place, unless it be pro-
vided otherwise, the committee could
consider the entire question of rules. I
know that my distinguished colleague,
the Senator from Connecticut [(Mr.
Busu]1, has offered a very fine set of
rules. Other rules have been offered
and are being considered by the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, of
which the distinguished junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. JeEnNnNeEr] is chair-
man. But the committee I am propos-
ing could help to solve the question of
rules designed to protect witnesses under
the safeguards of the Constitution of the
United States. It has long been my con-
viction that the rules of the Senate
should definitely take into consideration
that situation.

Second, I suggest—and this is a mat-
ter which I have discussed with the
Jjunior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
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McCarTHY]—that until the ad hoc com-
mittee acts and its recommendations are
made known, the Senate should post-
pone action by the present Subcommit-
tee on Investigations.

I understand there are pending some
investigations of defense production
plants, and activities of that sort. Ex-
cept for such investigations, I should say
the other activities should be suspended
until the procedure I have suggested can
be brought about.

Third, and most important, I hope
there may be worked out with rep-
resentatives of the executive branch of
the Government, including the President
himself, and his associates, a proper re-
lationship between the departments of
the Government and the investigating
committees of the Senate. We all know
that investigating committees are essen-
tial and proper, but a way must be de-
veloped to insure cooperation between
them and the departments of the Gov-
ernment.

Then I hope we can line up the Con-
gress wholeheartedly behind the new di-
vision of the Department of Justice to
which I have referred, and which should
have the wholehearted support of all of
us, including, I hope, that of the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, I send forward my
amendment and ask that it lie on the
table until it be taken up at the proper
time for such action as may be appro-
priate.

Mr. MUNDT.
Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. I listened with interest
to the suggestions of the Senator from
New Jersey with respect to the duties
and responsibilities proposed to be given
to the committee which he suggests.
During the course of the recent hear-
ings, in dealing with one phase of the
investigatory problems, repeatedly we
were called to face a problem generally
known by Members of the Senate, and
that is that one of the spots where our
security program was weak was the fail-
ure to have developed in our methods up
1o now an effective means for utilizing
reports that the FBI was carefully, ef-
fectively, and efficiently producing as a
result of its field studies.

We found that after the FBI had
made its studies and reports to the vari-
cus departments there is an understand-
able reluctance on the part of adminis-
trative heads to take prompt action with
regard to the reports they have. The
Department head is inexperienced in
evaluating such reports. It is a difficult
decision to make. So there is a tendency
to defer and delay making a decision.

The Senator from South Dakota has
on his desk a bill that he has worked
over which contains a proposal for
meeting this problem, and I understand
that the President, also, by executive
action, may make some kind of deter-
mination which will reach this particu-
lar point.

I think we should all recognize the
difficulty which is being endeavored to
be reached by the proposal of the Sena-
tor from New Jersey. The Senator's

Mr. President, will the
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proposal contemplates, as I understand
his substitute, that the top-level com-
mittee could devote some time to that
particular problem, and perhaps make
some suggestions to the Senate, and to
the executive departments as to what
might be done to tighten up our security
as a result of this loose link in the chain
of our program for protecting our Gov-
ernment against those endeavoring to
infiltrate and corrupt it.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. That is
entirely agreeable. It is contemplated
that the proposed committee would do
just that. I do not want that committee
to bring a lot of witnesses before it and
have a fracas going on. That would
destroy the effectiveness of the commit-
tee. The proposal is to have a group
of patriots, with the Vice President pre-
siding. As the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Busr]l and others have sug-
gested, the Jenner committee should
confer with it. I have included all such
activities in contemplation of the com-
mittee. I would expect to have the jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CartrY] invited to meet with that com-
mittee.

I hope that by challenging the junior
Senator from Wisconsin to play ball
with us we will get results and will elim-
inate some of the things which have
occurred, and for which the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin was subject to criti-
cism.

If I were to vote against the Flan-
ders resolution, then it would seem to me
that I would, in a sense, be whitewashing
what the junior Senator from Wisconsin
has done; and I cannot do that.

If I voted in favor of it, I would feel
it would be the wrong way to charge
the Senator, and that we would not have
given him a full day in court.

I admit I am in a real dilemma on
the question. I do not want to vote for
the resolution, but I do feel we should
challenge the junior Senator from Wis-
consin to play ball with us in the spirit
in which we should be working together
for unifying America, and not have a
division throughout the country.

Mr. MUNDT. Since the Senate has
determined to endeavor to solve the
problem, I hope we can look forward
to a constructive program that may flow
from this consumption of time. The
most constructive thing that could re-
sult from a debate at this time would
be, at long last, to find a solution to
the problem created by the failure to
act promptly and effectively on FBI
security reports. Up to now no effective
or intelligent manner has been found
for utilizing the FBI reports which are
submitted to heads of departments. It
is easy to criticize a Cabinet member
or the head of a bureau, when an I
report has cast doubts and suspicions,
and has made allegations against an
employee in his department. It is easy
to criticize him for not summarily dis-
missing such employee. But I suppose
many of us in that position, if we re-
ceived such a report, would also con-
sider making such a decision a distaste-
ful duty. Human nature being what
it is, it is easy to delay and defer and
put such a report in the file,
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As a result, we had the Harry Dexter
‘White and Alger Hiss developments, as
well as others. So, if some method were
developed—and I am sure we are intelli-
gent enough to devlop one—I am confi-
dent a method under the executive head
could be evolved for correcting this
weakness. If that is not the proper ap-
proach, perhaps something along the
line the Senator from Scuth Dakota has
suggested would be proper. My pro-
posal would create a group on evaluation
which would be skillful and determined
in evaluating reports the FBI produced,
and then make action on the part of
the executive agency mandatory. There
would be little work for executive inves-
tigating committees to do if a method
were found for evaluating reports pro=-
duced by the FBI, and then requiring
prompt corrective action. It is because
no action is taken on such recommenda-
tions that we get into the investigating
field as extensively as we must.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have
discussed this matter with Mr. J. Edgar
Hoover. He is very much in sympathy
with what I have been trying to say.
He knows of the value of the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, but he is also criti-
cal of the way the junior Senator from
Wisconsin does things. I am sure we
can get a proper method worked out, so
the forces working on this problem may
work for us all.

Mr. MUNDT. Another one of the dif-
ficulties brought to light as a conse-
quence of the late hearings over which
the Senator from South Dakota was re-
quired to preside was the fact that there
is no clear line of demarcation between
the responsibilities, functions, and pow-
ers of the executive, and the responsi-
bilities, functions, and powers of the
legislative committees. It would be my
hope that the proposed committee sug-
gested by the Senator from New Jersey,
if it is created, would have broad enough
power to make recommendations in this
area, after consultation not only with
the appropriate Members of Congress,
but also with the proper authorities
within the executive branch.

There should be a definition of what is
the proper responsibility of the execu-
tive in connection with personnel re-
ports, and what is the proper authority of
Congress, in connection with such per-
sonnel reports. We have had arguments
and quibbles on that gquestion in the
American Congress since the days of
George Washington. It was not so seri-
ous then, but when we are confronted
with a worldwide conspiracy such as
communism, it is important, The prob-
lem was not serious prior to our recogni-
tion of Russia, but now Russia has an
Embassy on 16th Street which “doubles
in brass'" as an organization having dip-
lomatic immunity and at the same time
being an outpost for spies.

It is important that we all work as a
team, because everyone in the executive
and in the Congress is reaching toward
the same goal, which is that of trying to
protect ourselves in this atomie age
against a threat that can ruin every-
body.

Does the Senator from New Jercey
think his resolution is sufficiently broad
to cover those matters?
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I have
not thought through all of the ramifica-
tions mentioned by the Senator from
South Dakota, but when the Senator
uses the word “team’” he says in one
word what I am talking about. We need
a team in the Senate, on both sides of
the aisle, in order to face adequately the
Communist menace.

Mr., MUNDT. The word “team”
brings to mind the word “game.” The
word “game” brings to mind the concept
of rules and regulations. For a team to
work successfully, I believe there must
be rules and regulations, both on the
side of the executive and on the side of
Congress, which both branches of Gov-
ernment will understand and accept. If
we have such teamwork, it will be com-
paratively simple to solve the security
problem, and there will be concerted ac-
tion instead of conflict and confusion.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank
the Senator for his contribution.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey.
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCARTHY. I can agree with
much the Senator from New Jersey has
said. However, he made one remark
which I should like to correct, if I may.
The Senator said he hoped I would “play
ball with us.” I do not know whom he
means when he uses that term. The
Senator also, I think, without intention,
created the impression that I might, as
chairman, have desisted from perform-
ing my duty as chairman in the hearings
which were held. I may say to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey that if by “playing
ball,” he means to guit the investigation
of communism, graft, and corruption, I
will never play that kind of ball. I wish
to make that very clear.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Iam sorry
the Senator has made that interpreta-
tion. I have a feeling there is some so-
lution somewhere whereby the Senator
and the administration can approach
each other and work out these problems.
Of course, if Communist infiltration is
found anywhere, we all want to keep our
eye on it. I think the important activi-
ties of the committee could be continued.
All of us have responsibility in this mat-
ter, and we want the Senator from Wis-
consin to be one of us, and not a separate
item in the picture.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, if
the Senator from New Jersey will yield
again, let me say I am sure he did not
wish to create the impression, but I
think it would be a great disservice to
our President to create the impression
that he would want investigating com-
mittees to stop their work. The Presi=-
cent campaigned from coast to coast—
honestly so and effectively so—against
the graft, corruption, and Communist
infiltration which he felt existed, not
because of the good Democrats we have
here, but because of the type of bureauc-
racy which grew up over the past 20
years. He said, “We are going to clean
house.”

As chairman of a committee estab-
lished under the Reorganization Act, I
have no choice but to continue. I wish
to make it clear that there is not now,
there never has been, there never will

I yield to
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be, so long as I am chairman of that
committee, any agreement on my part
to desist from exposing wrongdoing.
That is my job. I have no choice but to
do that, and I intend to continue.

So when the Senator from New Jer=
sey talks about “playing ball,” I do not
know what he means; but I wish to make
it clear that if “playing ball” means that
I would quit digging out Communists,
then, as I say, I will never play that
brand of “ball.”

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, the Senator from Wisconsin knows
perfectly well that I am not suggesting
such a thing.

I am simply asking him to cooperate
with a committee which I suggest be
established, so as to see whether we can
work out a formula for handling this
subject.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BUSH. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, in com-
mon with my fellow Senators, I rise with
a very heavy heart to speak about this
matter today. I think there is nothing
more unhappy or more unfortunate than
for the United States Senate to have
to consider a vote of censure on one
of its Members. I have felt many times,
Mr, President, that a vote of censure or
some sort of censure would be effective
and was merited by the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY].

I was very much moved last night by
the statement of the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr, Corbon], It was a splen-
did reminder of our duties and our obli-
gations in connection with this very
weighty decision. Likewise, I was very
much impressed with the statement of
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, a distinguished constitutional
lawyer, although one with whom I sel-
dom agree on matters of economic legis-
lation. On other legislative matters and
a general political philosophy we seem
miles apart at times. But what he said
last night rather shook me, and I think
we should consider it very closely.

As I have thought about it overnight,
I wonder whether the proceedings in con-
nection with a vote of censure can be
compared to the proceedings in dealing
with an illegal act or a criminal act or
something of that kind, where the proc-
esses of law came into play; or whether
the proceedings in connection with a
vote of censure are something very dif-
ferent from that, and that perhaps a
vote of censure is only a reminder of
one’s duties or obligations as a United
States Senator.

I was somewhat disturbed by the re-
marks made by my distinguished friend,
the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DiRkseN], because the inference to be
drawn flom what he said was that if
one toyed with the idea of censure or
thought it worth considering, he was “in
bed"” with the Communists, with the ADA,
with the National Committee for an Ef-
fective Congress, or with Walter Reuther.
That disturbed me, Mr. President. Most
of those persons have opposed me con-
sistently sinee I have been in publie life.
Some of them—not the Communists, so
far as I know, but some of the others—
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have supported my opponents. I do not
think it is fair to say that because one
may hold reservations about the methods
employed by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin, one is to be classed with the
Communists or with the ADA or as a
tool of Walter Reuther. Their reserva-
tions concerning the junior Senator from
Wisconsin may be on very different
grounds from those on which I hold my
reservations. Perhaps they are. Buf I
have a right to hold my views without
having a fellow Senator draw the in-
ference, at least, that I am “in bed” with
such persons.

Mr. President, I Lave been particularly
concerned about this matter this year,
although it is not new with me, for dur-
ing the campaign in 1952 I expressed
very strongly and very definitely my res-
ervations concerning the methods em-
ployed by the junior Senator from Wis-
consin. I did so publicly, and I did so
in his presence in my own State, before
an overflow audience of very stanch ad-
mirers of the junior Senator from Wis-
consin. The junior Senator from Wis-
consin himself was there. We sat down,
after that meeting, and had a talk. I
said then to the junior Senator from
‘Wisconsin, “Senator, you make it very
hard for a Republican like me to go along
with you, because of the strange things
you do, things that do not seem to me to
be fair, and I wish you would not do
them.”

I shall not go into the whole conver-
sation. It was friendly. The Senator
from Wisconsin has always been friendly
to me. He seems to be a friendly man
in his personal life. People like him be-
cause he is friendly, and he likes people.
I suppose that is the reason why people
like him.

But, Mr. President, in this entire mat-
ter I have had a growing feeling that
the Senate itself has a real responsibil-
ity; that in a way we are responsible for
this affair, because, as has been said
here, even this morning, if we had
adopted an adequate code of fair proce-
dure in connection with investigations,
I doubt very much that we would be sit-
ting here on this Saturday morning, dis-
cussing this question. I suggest that
most Senators would likely agree with me
that we would not be here if we had
established rules under which investiga-
tions should be conducted, rules which
would establish Senate responsibility,
rules which would establish majority re-
sponsibility of committees, and rules
which would offer to witnesses adequate
protection and assurances of fair play.

Mr. President, that is the subject I
propose to discuss not too long this
morning. I now send to the derk an
amendment which I intend to offer as a
substitute for the resolution of the i3ena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. Frawpersl. T
ask to have my proposed substitute
printed, and I ask that it lie on the desk,
and that it be read at this time by the
clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PayNe in the chair)., The amendment
intended to be proposed by the Senator
from Connecticut will be received and
printed, and will lie on the desk; and,
without objection, it will be read at this
time by the clerk,
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. In Mr.
FLANDER’s resolution, it is proposed to
strike out all after the word “Resolved”
and to insert:

That rule XV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate is amended by inserting at the end
thereof the following: 1

“3, All bills and resolutions to authorize
the investigation of a particular subject
matter shall define such subject matter
clearly, and shall state the need for such
investigation and the general objects
thereof.”

Sec. 2. Rule XXV of such Standing Rule
is amended by deleting the title “Standing
Committees” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Powers and Duties of Committees."”

SEec. 3. Paragraph (b) of subsection 3 of
such rule XXV is amended to read as
follows:

“{b) Unless the committee otherwise pro-
vides, one member shall constitute a quorum
for the receipt of evidence and the taking of
testimony; but no witness shall be compelled
to give oral testimony before less than two
members if, prior to testifying, he objects to
the presence of only one member."”

Sec. 4. Such rule XXV is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following sub-
sections:

“5. The rules of the committees shall be the
rules of the subcommittees so far as ap-
plicable. Committees and subcommittees
may adopt additional rules not inconsistent
with the rules of the Senate.

“6. All hearings conducted by committee
shall be open to the public, except executive
sessions for marking up bills or for voting or
where the committee by & majority vote
orders an executive session.

“7. Unless otherwise provided, committee
action shall be by vote of a majority of a
quorum.,

“8. An investigating subcommittee of any
committee may be authorized only by a ma-
Jority vote of the committee.

"9, No committee hearing shall be held
unless specifically authorized by the com-
mittee.

*“10. No committee hearing shall be held
in any place outside of the District of
Columbia unless authorized by a majority
vote of the committee,

“11. No measure, finding, or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from any committee
unless a majority of the committee were
actually present.

“12. No testimony taken or material pre-
sented in an executive session shall be made
publie, either in whole or in part or by way
of summary, unless authorized by a majority
vote of the committee.

“13. No person shall be employed for or
assigned to investigate activities until ap-
proved by the committee.

“14. Unless otherwise provided, subpenas
to require the attendance of witnesses, the
giving of testimony, and the production of
books, papers, or other evidence shall be
issued only by authority of the committee,
shall be signed by the chairman or any mem-
ber designated by the chairman, and may be
served by any person designated by the
committee, the chairman, or the signing
member,

“15. No witness shall be compelled to give
oral testimony for broadeast, or for direct
reproduction by motion picture photography,
recording, or otherwise in news and enter-
tainment media if he objects.

“16. Oaths may be administered and hear-
ings may be conducted and presided over by
the chairman or any member designated by
the chairman.

“17. Witnesses shall be permitted to be
advised by counsel of their legal rights while
giving testimony, and unless the presiding
member otherwise directs, to be accompanied
by counsel at the stand.

“18. Witnesses, counsel, and other persons
present at committee hearings shall maintain

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

proper order and decorum; counsel shall
observe the standards of ethics and deport-
ment generally required of attorneys at law.
The chairman may punish breaches of this
provision by censure or by exclusion from
the committee’'s hearings, and the commit-
tee may punish by citation to the Senate as
for contempt.

“19. Whenever the committee determines
that evidence relating to a question under
inquiry may tend to defame, degrade, or in-
criminate persons called as witnesses there-
in, the committee shall observe the follow-
ing additional procedures, so far as may be
practicable and necessary for the protection
of such persons:

“{a) The subject of each hearing shall be
clearly stated at the outset thereof, and evi-
dence sought to be elicited shall be pertinent
to the subject as so stated.

*“{b) Preliminary staff inquiries may be
directed by the chairman, but no major
phase of the investigation shall be developed
by calling witnesses until approved by the
comimnittee.

“(c) All testimony, whether compelled or
volunteered, shall be given under oath.

“(d) Counsel for witnesses may be per=-
mitted, in the discretion of the presiding
member and as justice may require, to be
heard briefly on polnts of right and pro-
cedure, to examine their clients briefly for
purposes of amplification and clarification,
and to address pertinent questions by written
interrogatory to other witnesses whose testi-
mony pertains to their clients.

“(e) Testimony shall be heard in executive
session, the witness willing, when necessary
to shield the witness or other persons about
whom he may testify.

“(f) The secrecy of executive sessions and
of all matters and material not expressly
released by the committee shall be rigorously
enforced.

“(g) Witnesses shall be permitted brief
explanations of affirmative or negative re-
sponses, and may submit concise, pertinent
statements, orally or in writing, for inelusion
in the record at the opening or close of their
testimony.

“(h) An accurate verbatim transcript shall
be made of all testimony, and no alterations
of meaning shall be permitted therein.

(i) Each witness may obtain transcript
coples of his testimony given publicly by
paying the cost thereof; coples of his testi-
mony given in executive session shall be fur-
nished the witness at cost if the testimony
has been released or publicly disclosed, or
if the chairman so orders.

“(§) No testimony given in executive ses-
sion shall be publicly disclosed in part only,
except when the committee decides that
deletions from the transcript are required
by considerations of natlonal security.

“20. Whenever the committee determines
that any testimony, statement, release, or
other evidence or utterance relating to a
question under inquiry may tend to defame,
degrade, or incriminate persons who are not
witnesses, the committee shall observe the
following additional procedures, so far as
may be practicable and necessary for the pro-
tection of such persons:

“(a) Persons so affected shall be afforded
an opportunity to appear as witnesses,
promptly and at the same place if possible,
and under subpena if they so elect. Testi-
mony relating to the adverse evidence or
utterance shall be subject to applicable pro-
visions of subsection 19 of this rule.

“(b) Each such person may, in lieu of
appearing as a witness, submit a concise,
pertinent sworn statement which shall be
incorporated in the record of the hearing to
which the adverse evidence or utterance
relates.

“21. The chairman or a member shall when
practicable consult with appropriate Federal
law-enforcement agencies with respect to any
phase of an investigation which may result
in evidence exposing the commission of Fed-
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eral crimes, and the results of such consul-
tation shall be reported to the committee
before witnesses are called to testify therein.

“22. Requests to subpena additional wit-
nesses shall be received and considered by
the chairman in any investigation in which
witnesses have been subpenaed. Any such
request received from a witness or other per-
son entitled to the protections afforded by
subsection 19 or 20 of this rule shall be
considered and disposed of by the committee.

“23. Each committee conducting investiga-
tions shall make available to interested per-
sons copies of the rules applicable therein.”

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I apologize
to the Senate that the reading has taken
s0 long a time.

I should like to say that I discussed this
matter with the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLaNpERs], when he offered his first
resolution.

I went to the Senator from Vermont
some 10 weeks ago, whenever it was, and
told him that I did not like the resolu-
tion, and that if it was his intention to
offer it, I intended to submit what has
been read as an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute. I discussed the mat-
ter in a friendly fashion with him many
times, since then it has been discussed
between us.

I have proposed a code of fair investi-
gating procedures as a substitute for the
resolution of the junior Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], because I feel
very strongly that the Senate has a duty
to set its own house in order before tak-
ing such a grave step as censuring one
of its Members.

It is, I believe, a fact that all the vari-.
ous proposals to discipline, in one fashion
or another, the junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCArTHY ] have arisen from
his activities as chairman of the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations in
the 83d Congress, and more particularly
from his controversy with the Army.

I ask the Senate to consider now how
great a share of the responsibility it
bears. As I said in introducing my code
of fair procedures, Senate Resolution
253, on last May 24, the unfortunate sit-
uation which developed might have been
avoided entirely. The likelihood of its
occurrence would have been greatly re-
duced if the Senate, in the past, had
adopted uniform rules of fair investigat-
inz procedures and if the Senate had
insisted upon their observance.

The more I have thought about this
matter—and I am frank to confess that
I have thought about it almost con=-
stantly recently because it is a matter of
grave importance—the more I am con-
vinced that it is essential for the Senate
to take an affirmative action before it
considers taking a negative one. By
that I mean that it would be a more last=-
ing solution to the problem which
confronts us if the Senate would take ad-
vantage of this opportunity to adopt im-
mediately a code of fair procedures in its
rules—a code which would establish com=-
mittee responsibility beyond any question
of doubt, which would establish the fact
that committees and subcommittees are
but agents of the Senate; and that the
Senate has the overall responsibility
which it cannot evade in connection with
the activity of each committee.

I believe that it is possible for us to
give an answer now to the most pressing
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question raised by the McCarthy-Army
controversy—namely, whether the Sen-
ate has responsibility for insisting upon
fair investigating procedures by its com-
mittees.

For the sake of the honor and integ-
rity of the Senate, I believe the answer
must be a loud and clear affirmative.

For that reason, I am bringing the is-
sue of fair procedures hefore the Senate
at this time. The course of action I am
suggesting offers the Senate an oppor-
tunity to take positive, constructive ac-
tion which will display to the people of
the United States our determination:

First, to accept responsibility for the
actions of the committees and subcom-
mittees which are the agents of the Sen-
ate and whose actions reflect credit or
discredit upon us.

Second, to insist that the principle of
majority rule and majority responsibil-
ity be followed in committees to the
maximum extent practicable.

Third, to recognize the need fo provide
basic safeguards for the rights of indi-
viduals without in any way crippling the
Senate’s essential power to investigate.

The introduction of my amendment
was the only practicable way in which
the issue of fair procedures could be
raised before we adjourn.

The proposed code, in my judgment,
is a good and workable set of rules which
will give needed protection to witnesses
and others affected by Senate investiga-
tions and at the same time will not in
any way hamper the Senate’'s power to
investigate.

Parenthetically, I should like to em-
phasize at this point that I have always
upheld vigorously the right of the Con-
gress to investigate. I believe that the
Congress should investigate. I disasso-
ciate myself, right now and completely,
from those who believe that the power
of Senate committees to investigate
should be rigidly circumscribed or con-
fined within unreasonable bounds. Iam
convinced that it is an essential part of
the obligation of the Congress to investi-
gate matters which may require legisla-
tion by the Congress.

That covers a wide field and certainly
communism is one of the matters, and
the field of government operations is
another.

But I point out that investigations
must be carried on with fairness and
Jjustice to all, and with good results, and
without bringing the Senate into dis-
repute, and perhaps dishonor, in the
minds and hearts of millions of Ameri-
cans.

This can be done. Icite as an example
the excellent work of the Subcommittee
on Internal Security, both under the
chairmanship of the able junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] and his
predecessor as chairman, the able Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. I
remind the Senate of the fact that this
subcommittee has been praised for the
fairness of its methods, not only by Re-
publicans, but by others, including some
generally regarded as “liberals,” such
as Dr. Harry Gideonse, the president of
Brooklyn College, who made a very def-
inite statement in that connnection. It
has been an impressive fact that the
findings of this subcommittee have had
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unanimous bipartisan support by its
members.

As further evidence of my conviction
that committee investigations are essen-
tial and can serve a useful purpose, I say
today, as I did before the Subcommittee
on Rules a few weeks ago, that when the
Internal Security Subcommittee issued
its report in 1953 on “Interlocking Sub-
version in Government Departments,” I
personally bought a thousand copies of
the report, at my own expense. They
were distributed to thought-leaders in
the State of Connecticut. The chairman
of my party in Connecticut also pur-
chased a thousand copies which were
widely distributed.

So, I emphasize, very strongly, that my
feelings in this whole matter do not re-
flect any lack of interest, or any lack of
faith in Senate investigations.

Indeed, I am a member of the Com=~
mittee on Banking and Currency, which,
under the able chairmanship of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CAPEHART] is even now conducting
an investigation, and has, for some weeks
past, into the Federal Housing Admin-
istration.

This investigation already has uncov-
ered some shocking scandals, which may
well dwarf others of the past.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BUSH. Ishould prefer not to yield

until I have finished my remarks.

I am happy that the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee has adopted a code of
fair procedures almost identical with
that proposed by the distinguished chair-
man of the Republican Policy Committee
[Mr. FErcUuson]. Even in the absence of
that code, which was only recently
adopted by resolution of the committee,
the investigations had been conducted,
in my judgment, by our akle chairman
with fairness and justice, and without
valid criticism from the public or from
witnesses or Members of the Senate of
the United States.

I have digressed to make it clear that
I wish to give no comfort to those who
would seek to cripple the power of the
Congress to investigate. If there is any-
thing in my proposed code of fair pro-
cedures which would have that result I
want it stricken out. g

I have said that I believe that the
proposed code is a sound set of rules es-
tablishing majority responsibility and
giving to witnesses and others affected by
investigations safeguards against abuse
which they now lack.

However, this is a subject upon which
reasonable men may differ. The subject
is still under study by a subcommittee
of thq Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration, headed by the junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr, JENNER]. It deserves
thorough and careful study, for changing
the Senate’s rules is a serious matter,
rarely undertaken.

Some may contend that it is unwise to
attempt to adopt uniform rules for in-
vestigating committees until the Jenner
subcommittee has completed its study
and is ready to make its recommenda-
tions.

I respect that point of view, but it is
my conviction that those who hold it are
mistaken. I believe that we can take ac=
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tion now in this session to adopt rules
on which there is substantial agreement
on both sides of the aisle. The Jenner
subcommittee, and the full Committee
on Rules and Administration, can and
should then continue work during the
recess. Building upon the base we estab-
lish in this session, the Committee on
Rules and Administration can recom-
mend to the Senate at the opening of the
84th Congress those refinements and
additions which it considers necessary to
make a complete and all-embracing
code of fair investigating procedures.

I believe that at a minimum we should
establish in this session these essential
principles: -

First, the responibility of the majority
of a committee for the work of the com-
mittee, and the necessity for majority
rule to discharge that responsibility.

Second, the responsibility of commit-
tees to the Senate itself, and the Senate’s
responsibility to the public for the ac-
tions and conduct of its committees and
subcommittees.

I hope that it will be possible to obtain
common consent to go further in this
session and establish some essential pro-
tections of the rights of witnesses and
others who may be affected by the action
of investigating committees. The code
which I have proposed takes care of that.

My amendment contains provisions
recognizing these principles. In con-
nection with the question of committee
responsibility and Senate responsibility,
similar provisions, identical provisions
in some respects, are contained in the
rules proposed by the distinguished
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON],
chairman of the Republican Policy Com-~
mittee. His proposals have been intro-
duced as Senate Resolution 287, and he
has urged that action be taken upon
them before we adjourn. He urged that
before the Jenner Committee, and I
heard him do so.

With one exception, the Ferguson
rules establishing committee responsi-
bility are, I believe, outside the area of
possible controversy. That exception is
the requirement that two members, one
representing the majority and the other
the minority, are the minimum number
which may constitute a quorum for the
purpose of hearing subpenaed witnesses
or taking sworn testimony. I believe
that a majority of a committee can be
trusted to establish the minimum num-
ber of members necessary to constitute
a quorum for such purposes, and that it
should be so provided. A slight modifi-
cation in the language proposed by the
distinguished Chairman of the Majority
Policy Committee will accomplish that
result in the code.

Some may question whether it is pos-
sible to obtain agreement on a uniform
code of investigating rules at the present
time.

I say it can be done if the Senate has
the will to do it, and if there is coopera=
tion on both sides of the aisle,

This attempt to take affirmative, con-
structive action—and that is what the
Senate ought to do about this whole
issue; not negative action, but affirma-
tive, constructive action—ecan succeed if
individual Senators are willing to sub-
ordinate their own preferences for spe-
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cific details in the code and join in a
common effort.

I have previously advised the Senate
that I take no pride of authorship in the
code introduced as Senate Resolution
253, and which is now embodied in my
amendment. It is a compilation of the
best proposals I have been able to find.
It includes the original recommenda-
tions of the majority policy committee
and rules which were suggested by a sub-
committee of the House Commitiee on
Rules after a long and careful study.
That House committee was headed by
Representative Huer ScorT, of Pennsyl-
vania. I believe my proposed code
strikes a proper balance between pre-
serving the Senate’s essential power to
investigate and the need for protecting
the rights of individuals.

However, I am willing to support any
code on which general agreement can be
reached, and I urge other Senators who
have introduced proposals of their own
to do the same. In that way we can
establish the principle in this session
before we go home. In that way we can
lay a firm base from which we can build
at the opening of the 84th Congress after
we have had the benefit of the recom-
mendations of the Committee on Rules.
In that way we can declare to the people
of the United States that we believe in
fair investigating procedures and will not
tolerate methods which offend their
sense of justice and fair play.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York,

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from New York yield to the
Senator from Indiana?

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, at the
request of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER], I shall be glad to yield to
him for 5 minutes in order to give him
an opportunity of commenting on the
remarks of the Senator from Connect-
icut [Mr. Busu], with the understanding
that I do not lose my place on the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

'Iéhe Senator from Indiana may pro-
ceed.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, at this
time, while the Subcommittee on Rules
is engaged in a thorough and compre-
hensive survey of the work of all con-
gressional committees with a view to-
ward recommending rules and pro-
cedures, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH]
as a proposed substitute for the resolu-
tion of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], will have the effect of dis-
charging the committee of which I am
chairman from the consideration of the
resolutions on rules of procedure which
have been referred to it.

Senate Resolution 253, offered by the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH]
is one of several measures being consid-
ered by the Subcommittee on Rules of
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, which subcommittee is holding
hearings and taking testimony on the
very issues of that resolution.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand the
various resolutions which have been
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submitted on which the subcommittee is
holding hearings.

To force the resolution of the Senator
from Connecticut as a substitute for the
resolution of the Senator from Vermont
would be completely diversionary. It
would not answer the problem. Itis only
somebody's idea of a way out of a bad
mess. To force, prematurely and with-
out due deliberation, the substitute reso-
lution of the Senator from Connecticut
to a vote would introduce a political note
into a question that should be above poli-
tics, namely, the fairness and the ef-
fectiveness of our investigating commit-
tees.

Mr, President, I hold in my hand a
copy of the rules of the Senate. They
have been 160 years in the making. To
attempt to write instanter rules of
procedure for this great body, particu-
larly at a time when emotions are stirred,
by substituting the amendment of the
Senator from Connecticut for the reso-
lution of the Senator from Vermont
seems to me to be most inadvisable. It
is no way to write rules of procedure.

The Subcommittee on Rules has been
holding hearings 2 days a week since
the last week in June of this year on all
the various proposals to amend the rules.
We have heard the testimony of the
chairmen of important committees of
present and past Congresses in the hope
of obtaining the benefit of their investi-
gative experience.

We expect, for example, to hear the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpt], who acted as chairman of the
Senate investigating committee during
the Senator McCarTHY-Secretary Stev-
ens hearings, as well as his counsel, Mr.
Ray Jenkins. That hearing has been set
for August 10.

We have asked the Vice President of
the United States, who has had experi-
ence in this line, to appear on August 11.

We have heard 16 Senators and 8
Members of the House.

We have also heard the testimony of
a score of representatives of bar asso-
ciations, civil liberties unions, church
and civie groups. .

The subcommittee is learning many
important facts, discovering many legal
pitfalls, and acquiring many helpful
points of view. We are moving with a
dispatch that we believe to be appro-
priate in the effort to compile a record,
write a report, and make recommenda-
tions to the Senate; which is the orderly
and proper procedure which should be
followed.

When we consider the tremendous ac=
complishments of congressional commit-
tees, present and past, in unearthing
corruption and inefficiency, and in ex-
posing Communist agents, who never
would have otherwise been exposed, it
behooves every Senator to hesitate be-
fore he votes for a proposal which might
destroy the effectiveness of all Senate
and congressional committees.

I am not passing judgment on the
resolution of the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Busa] because
the subcommittee has not yet acquired
all the facts. Maybe the resolution does
}mt go far enough; maybe it goes too

ar.
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The resolution of the Senator from
Connecticut would make it impossible,
for instance, for committees to continue
the almost universal practice of allowing
one member to take testimony—merely
to take testimony. The resolution would
prohibit that. Perhaps the Subcommit-
tee on Rules will decide that this drastic
step is necessary, after it hears all the
testimony.

For example, the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarran], the first chair-
man of, and the chairman with the
longest experience on the internal secu-
rity subcommittee, has testified under
oath before the Subcommittee on Rules
that the internal security subcommittee
eould never have functioned if the reso-
lution of the Senator from Connecticut
had been in effect. Many other experi-
enced Senators have also expressed
themselves in opposition to this restric-
tion; as well as Members of the House.

I might say that the very Subcommit-
tee on Rules which is considering these
difficulties and problems would itself not
be able to operate if the resolution of the
Senator from Connecticut were in effect.

The distinguished chairman of the Re-
publican policy committee, the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson], I know,
concurs with the Senator from Connect-
icut [Mr. Buse]l., The Senator from
Connecticut says he has incorporated
his ideas and the ideas of the majority
policy committee in this resolution. The
Senator from Michigan, who has had
long experience, was asked to come be-
fore the committee, and the commitiee
examined him.

Mr. President, let me inform the Sen-
ate that the distinguished Senator from
Michigan in the investigation of com-
munism held 102 1-man hearings. v

‘We are never going to pass laws which
will make men who are unfair become
fair. On the other hand, we should not
set up rigid rules which will “hamstring”
and destroy congressional committees.
Our committee is looking into this whole
subject. Give the committee a chance.
What is it desired to do: Discharge the
committee and write a set of rules on the
floor of the Senate in a moment of
passion?

I might add that the very Subcommit=
tee on Rules which is considering these
difficult gquestions would itself. mnot
have been able to operate if the resolu-
tion of the Senator from Connecticut
had been in effect, because in 415 of the
hearings where testimony has been
taken I have sat as a single member of
the committee. I know that is the expe-
rience of every Member of this body.

The procedure now proposed may be
all right when we are dealing with in=-
efficiency and corruption in Govern=
ment, but, with the experience I have
had in dealing in committee with Com-
munists, pinkos, egg heads, who have a
Communist lawyer sitting by them, I can
say that if they are given such a set of
rules as proposed by the Senator from
Connecticut they will destroy us.

Think what comfort such rules would
have afforded to the hundreds of Com-
munist agents who have been exposed by
the Internal Security Subcommittee—
all, I might add, with a very minimum of
criticism,
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I am drawing no conclusions, but I say
again that those who would force this
resolution to a vote before all the facts
are in and before we who have been
given this assignment are able to com-
pile a record and present our findings,
would indeed, if successful, bring about
a situation that might prove of great
benefit to rogues, embezzlers, drones, and
Soviet agents who would destroy the very
structure of our security.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, yesterday
or the day before I talked with the dis-
tinguished Senator, the chairman of the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion [Mr. JEnNER] and told him what I
proposed to do. I did that because I de-
sired to be absolutely fair and did not
desire to catch him unaware. I think
the Senator realizes that was my sole
purpose.

Mr. JENNER. The Senator from
Connecticut will recall the Senator from
Indiana said he would have to oppose
the resolution.

Mr. BUSH, The Senator told me at
that time he would have to oppose it on
the floor. I understand that perfectly.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, may I
interrupt?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has the floor.
The Senator yielded to the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JENNER].

Mr. BUSH. Will the Senator kindly
yield me 1 minute?

Mr. LEHMAN. I should be glad to
yield the Senator as much time as he de-
sires. I merely wish to make sure I do
not lose my place on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York yielded the floor
with the understanding he would have a
right to the floor at the conclusion of the
discussion.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, T should
like to make this point with my good
friend from Indiana: I do not consider
my amendment—and I told the Sena-
tor so 2 days ago—anything in the
nature of a motion to discharge the
Rules Committee,

Mr. JENNER. But it is, sir, in fact,
That would be the result of it.

Mr. BUSH. I wish the distinguished
Senator to know I do not consider it
will do so, and I respectfully disagree
with him on that point.

I feel more strongly than perhaps most
other Senators do that the Rules Com-
mittee should proceed. As the Senator
knows, I have attended many of the
committee hearings. I am very much
interested in this subject. My assistant
attended almost every one of the hear-
ings, because we are vitally interested in
what the Senator's committee is doing;
and I want that work to continue, and
desire to have the Vice President appear
before the committee.

Mr. President, my point is that it is
so important for the Senate to take an
affirmative action on this question be-
fore it that I see no danger whatever in
taking a code of fair procedure and put-
ting it into the Senate rules.

Mr. President, let me say further that
in my speech I made it plain that I have
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no pride of authorship. I will take as
a substitute anything within reason the
Senator from Indiana will propose, real-
izing the Senator has not finished his
labors and that he will have a right,
and indeed a duty, to revise the resolu=
ticn when the time comes.

I protest, Mr. President, that T am not
lacking cooperation with the Rules Com=
mittee. I am not lacking respect for the
Rules Committee., Indeed, I have the
greatest respect for what that commit-
tee is doing, and I am very glad it is
doing what it is doing. I hope the com-
mittee will continue its labors and will
accomplish its work.

The Senator from Indiana mentioned
in his remarks something I did not un-
derstand, and perhaps it is of no conse-
quence. The Senator said something
about striking a political note. I am not
conscious of striking any political note
in this particular matter. I do not know
what the Senator means.

I wish to disavow, for myself, striking
any political note in connection with this
matter.

Mr. JENNER. I will say in answer to
what the Senator from Connecticut has
said, since we are using the time of the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEaMAN]
that in substance the resolution provides
for taking away from the Rules Com-
mittee that which is its duty and re-
sponsibility and, sir, that which we are
performing to the best of our ability as
rapidly as we possibly can.

Two days a week I have sat in hear-
ings on this important question. I do
not think it is proper, in an emotional
atmosphere, to use this method to dis-
charge a committee from its responsibil=
ity and to write a set of rules which every
one of us may regret, which may destroy
the very functioning of this body itself.

What I am afraid of is by this attempt
the firecrackers are going to be shot on
the 3d of July. It would be better to
wait until the 4th.

Mr. CAPEHART.
yield?

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I simply
desire to say, in closing, I disavow any
intention of discharging the Rules Com-
mittee, and I hope that committee will
continue its labors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New York [(Mr. LExH-
maN] yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. CAPEHART. I merely desire to
make a statement.

Mr. LEHMAN. How much time does
the Senator desire?

Mr. CAPEHART.
minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN. Ishall be glad to yield
to the Senator from Indiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York yields to the
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, with
respect to this whole controversy, and
particularly with respect to the resolu-
tion of the Senator from Connecticut,
that I have been holding hearings for
several months on FHA scandals, and I
wish to give the benefit of my experience.
I think it ought to be very helpful. My
observation has been that I conduct a
very fair and honest hearing in the
minds of all the witnesses who come be-

Will the Senator

Only a couple of
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fore me, except those who we know in
advance, or who we discover as a result
of their testimony, are guilty of ques-
tionable actions and practices. To such
witnesses it is a very unfair and a ter-
rible committee. For example, the com-
mittee had before it a gentleman by the
name of Powell, who has hidden behind
the fifth amendment a couple of times,
He thinks I am so unfair as chairman
that he has already filed in this body a
petition, not to have me thrown out as
chairman of the committee, but thrown
out of the Senate of the United States.
He thinks I am a very, very unfair chair-
man and that I have been very unfair to
him. He has hidden twice behind the
fifth amendment. He has already filed
the petition which I mentioned to throw
the senior Senator from Indiana out of
the United States Senate, and the matter
is now before the Rules Committee.

In another instance a lawyer, repre-
senting a witness who hid behind the
fifth amendment, was very abusive of the
chairman and the members of the com-
mittee. In fact, he gave us a tongue
lashing. Yet the witness hid behind the
fifth amendment. He made a statement
to the press that we were very unfair,
He said it is a terrible committee and
that the chairman is unfair.

I have learned that a committee is
thought to be all right so long as certain
persons do not get hurt, and that a per-
son considers the committee as all right
unless he himself is hurt because of ac-
tions he took before he appeared before
the committee. But if he is guilty, if
Le has something to hide, or is a Com-
munist, or has been doing something on
which he thinks he ought to have the
protection of the fifth amendment, then
he considers the chairman to be very,
very unfair.

Another observation I should like to
make—and I say this somewhat in criti-
cism of the United States Senate—is
that if rules such as are being proposed
should be adopted, Senators would be
condemning themselves. I hear Sen-
ators state on the floor, and I read in
the press continually, that one-man
committees are terrible things, As
chairman of a committee, let me say in
the most charitable way I can, that
any time there is a committee, it is be-
cause other members of the committee
have not shown up. In many instances,
the reason for that is that those mem-
bers are attending other committee
meetings. They do not have time, and
they simply cannot be present.

I do not think it behooves any of us
to talk about one-man committees, be-
cause any time there is a one-man com-
mittee it is because the other members
of the committee are not present. With
respect to a full committee, the reason
there is a 1-man committee is that
14 members have not appeared. If it
happens to be a 5-man subcommittee,
it is a 1-man committee because 4 mem-
bers have not been able to attend the
committee meeting. There cannot pos-
sibly be one-man committees unless the
other members do not attend the com-
mittee meetings.

In adopting rules such as are pro=
posed, Senators will only be condemning
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themselves if they prohibit one-man
committees.

The committee of which I am chair-
man has been holding hearings on FHA
scandals for several months. For about
80 percent of that time I have been the
only member present. It is not because
I wanted it that way. I have desired
other members to be present, but they
are busy on other work, and they can-
not be there. I understand that. I sit
in the committee and take the testimony
and swear in the witnesses. I conduct
a good, honest investigation in the mind
of every witness except the one who has
something to hide from the committee,
the country, and the United States Sen-
ate, and that witness will think I am
very unfair.

Is the Senate going to adopt rules and
regulations that will protect persons who
ought to be exposed? That is what my
colleagues will do if they are not care-
ful. Is the Senate going to adopt rules
and regulations that will handicap com-
mittees, one-man committees, if you
please, or committees on which only one
Senator is sitting in trying to get out
of witnesses the truth and the facts.

Are Senators going to permit wit-
nesses to tell them what they are going
to do, and what they are not going to do?
If such rules are adopted, the honest
witness, meaning the man with nothing
to hide, will be very cooperative; and
the one who does have something to hide
and does not want the facts secured, will
use every means at his disposal to brow-
beat the committee, as I have had hap-
pen to me several times in the past sev-
eral months. A petition has been filed
in the United States Senate to have me
thrown out of the Senate. Several wit-
nesses have been hiding behind the fifth
amendment. I am very unpopular,
Pressure has been put on me from many
directions not to ecall a particular wit-
ness, or to go easy on him, or do this or
the other thing.

I wish to make one other statement,
and then I shall yield the floor. The per-
son who has something to cover up and
does not want to make known the facts
is the one who is in favor of the proposal
now before us, the so-called Bush reso-
Jution, and all other similar proposals.
He is the person who wants rules and
regulations put in effect that will permit
him to avoid telling the committee or
the chairman the truth and the facts.
That is exactly what he wants to happen.

In my opinion, this is an attack on the
Congress of the United States. It is an
attack on the right of Congress to in-
vestigate. We had better stop, look,
think, listen, and be very careful what
action is taken in regard to the Me-
Carthy matter, the Flanders matter, and
all other such matters, because it is an
attack on the right of the Congress of
the United States to investigate.

I also wish to say that, sitting on an
investigation such as I have for the last
several months, it is very easy to make
mistakes. It is very easy to lose one’s
temper.

I ask any of my colleagues what he
would have done with that attorney from
New Jersey. By the way, we shall have
him back; and before we are through,
all Members of the Senate will under-
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stand why that attorney told me to shut
my mouth, and then proceeded to make
a speech, as the amendment to the reso-
lution would permit him to do—to make
an oral statement and abuse the com-
mittee and abuse the chairman. I
say to the Senate—and I will prove it be-
fore we are through—that the man for
whom the attorney acted is guilty, and
he has a great deal to cover up; and we
will prove it before we are through.

That is what a chairman and a com-
mittee are up against. I am amazed and
surprised that Senators would take their
time and the time of the Senate and the
time of the United States, at a period
such as the one through which we are
passing at the moment, to seek to cen-
sure or criticize the committees. This
matter is one for each individual com-
mittee to handle.

I say in all charity to the members of
the so-called McCarthy committee, that
if the junior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCArRTHY ] is not performing prop-
erly—is conducting so-called one-man
committees or is doing any other things
that the other members of the com-
mittee think he should not be doing—
they should take a good look in the
mirror, because theirs is the responsibil-
ity, for there are 13 members of that
committee; and at any time they wish
they can, by majority vote, adopt any
rules they desire to have as a committee.

They know they have the right to do.

that. Similarly, if in the Banking and
Currency Committee, of which I am
chairman, there is anything wrong in
the conduct of our investigations, it is
the responsibility of the 15 members of
that committee to handle that matter.

So, Mr. President, if there is anything
wrong in the conduct of the so-called
McCarthy committee, it is the respon-
sibility of each of the 13 members of that
committee to straighten it out. It is not
the responsibility of the Senate as a
whole, in my personal opinion.

We should caution Senators who at
the moment are not serving as chair-
men of committees, and who have not
participated in a real investigation into
possible fraud or into situations which
may lead to the sending of certain per-
sons to prison. Such Senators do not
know what investigating committees in
such situations are faced with. Sena-
tors who have not had that experience
do not realize the amount of pressure
that is brought to bear upon the chair-
man and the other members of such a
committee- As a result of the FHA in-
vestigating committee, I receive anon-
ymous letters, threatening me; and I re-
ceive threatening telephone calls, both
at my office and at my apartment. Why?
They come from persons who are guilty
and who do not wish the truth to come
out. Any Member of the Senate who
sits, day in and day out, as chairman
of a committee investigating something
really serious, has or will have the expe-
rience of having before the committee
witnesses who will do everything within
their power to keep the committee from
obtaining the facts and the correct in-
formation. Such witnesses will abuse
the chairman of the committee and the
other members.. Such witnesses will do
everything they ean to keep the commit=
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tee from obtaining the truth. It is not
easy for the chairman of such a com-
mittee to hold his temper. Under such
circumstances, it is all too easy for the
chairman to do something wrong or to
say something wrong.

The other day, when the attorney
gave me that tongue lashing—and the
distinguished junior Senator from Maine
[Mr. PaynE], who is now presiding over
the Senate, was present at that time, and
he can tell other Senators what hap-
pened then—it would have been very
easy for me to have said to that witness
some things that possibly I would have
regretted later. If I had had that wit-
ness in a backyard, somewhere in Indi-
ana, possibly I would have thrashed him
physically; at least, I would have when I
was a little younger. [Laughter.]

But under such circumstances it is very
easy for one who is serving as echairman
of such a committee to say something
wrong or to do something wrong.

Mr. President, we should proceed with
the business of the United States Senate,
and each of our committees should ac-
cept its own responsibility. We who
serve on the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee have, at the suggestion of the able
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH]I,
the able Senator from New York [Mr.
Leaman], and other Senators, gotten to-
gether and adopted a set of rules and
regulations under which our committee
can operate, and under which we can
obtain information and facts, and can
protect and defend ourselves against un-
serupulous witnesses. We have adopted
good rules and regulations. They are
fine, and that action was taken by all the
members of the committee. That is the
job of each of the committees, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is not the job of the Senate.
Certainly the adoption of such rules and
regulations is not a matter to be han-
dled on the floor of the Senate.

So, Mr. President, let us vote on this
entire matter; and let us table this reso-
lution. Let the Committee on Rules and
Administration then proceed with its
hearing; and then let all chairmen and
all committees take their responsibili-
ties more seriously, and adopt their own
rules and regulations. Let us be fair
and honest with every witness, of course;
but let us not tie our own hands, to the
point where we cannot handle an unscru-
pulous witness.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield for one
question?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, provided I may do
so with the understanding that I shall
not thereby lose the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection it is so ordered.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I wish
to ask the Senator from Indiana whether
he knows on how many committees, on
the average, each Member of the Senate
serves. I refer to both committees and
subcommittees.

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say, Mr.
President, that there was one time, I
remember, when I was a member of 15
subcommittees, That was during the
80th Congress. So it is simply impossi-
ble for Senators to sit all day long in one
committee. Senators simply cannot do
it. It would be impossible to operate the
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Senate except on the basis of having only
one Senator present in a subcommittee
from time to time. Otherwise it would
be impossible to handle the business of
the Senate. No one knows that better
than I do.

I am not criticizing Senators for their
inability to attend committee meetings,
for a Senator simply cannot be in two
places at the same time.

I am saying it is the responsibility of
each committee; each committee should
make its own rules and regulations.
Each committee should settle its own
problems. Each committee, and likewise
the entire Senate, should keep in mind
that there is never any trouble with hon-
est witnesses. The trouble comes from
witnesses who wish to cover up some-
thing. From my experience as a com-
mittee chairman, I can see such trouble
coming, because, let me point out—and
of course this is well known by all Sena-
tors—the committees hold executive
hearings with the witnesses, before they
are put on the stand in public or open
hearings. So the committees know what
the testimony of the witnesses will be at
the cpen hearings, and before the open
hearings are held, the committees know
what the witnesses have done or have
failed to do. We know, in advance of the
public hearings, whether a particular
witness is guilty of doing this or of doing
that. The same pattern runs through all
committee proceedings. In the case of a
witness who is guilty of wrong doing, the
committee knows it before the public
hearing is held, because the committee
has held an executive session, with the
witness under oath. As a result, the
committee knows that it will be embar-
rassing to that witness to have the facts
displayed in public. In such circum-
stances, when the public hearing is held,
invariably the guilty witness comes to the
hearing with his lawyer, and at the very
beginning starts to abuse the chairman
or the other members of the committee,
an attempts to cover up and to do things
that will divert attention from the facts
that he knows the committee will bring
out, because the witness knows the com-~
mittee has the truth.

So, Mr. President, let us table this
entire matter, and let us proceed with
the business of the United States Sen-
ate; and then let each committee work
out its own rules and regulations. That
is my suggestion.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, if the
Senator from New York will' further
yield, let me repeat what I have pre-
viously said, namely, that neither the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCag-
THY], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CareEHART], nor the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripges], nor any other
Senator is on trial in this matter. The

investigative power of the Senate is what
is on trial.

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes, Mr. President;
I said that only a moment ago.

. Mr, KNOWLAND. ~Mr. President, if

the Senator from New York will yield
to me, with the understanding that he
will not thereby lose his right to the
floor-
Mr. LEHMAN. With that wunder-
standing, I shall be very glad to yield
to the Senator from Californina. 3
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
. Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
have previously announced that because
of the importance and the unprecedent-
ed nature of, and the peculiar circum-
stances surrounding the censure reso-
lution which is before this body, and
which has not had committee action,
I feel it is most important that every
Senator be in a position to listen to the
entire debate, For that reason, I have
asked the committee not to meet until
this matter is finally disposed of.

I had previously announced that, in
order that Senators would not have to
be off the floor at lunch time—as is the
customary practice of the Senate—I
would move that the Senate take a
recess at about 12:30 p. m. until 2 p. m.
this afternoon. In that way, Senators
will be able to have lunch during the
period of the recess, and then will be
able to return to the Chamber at 2
o'clock.

Thereafter we expect the session to
continue from 2 o’clock until approxi-
mately 7 o'clock this evening, at which
time we expect to take a recess until
Monday next.

I have had a conversation with the
Senator from New York, and he tells
me that because of the fact that it is
now very close to 12:30, it will be agree-
able to him—and, in fact, he would pre-
fer it, provided he will have the floor
when the Senate reassembles at 2
o’clock—to begin his speech at 2 ¢’clock,
rather than to begin now, and have an
interruption occur in the middle of his
remarks.

With that understanding, Mr. Presi-
dent, and in conformity with the agree-
ment with the Senator from New Yorlk,
I am about to make such a motion.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield to me
at this time?

Mr. KENOWLAND. Yes, Mr. Presi-
dent; I shall postpone making the mo-
tion for the recess, until the Senator
from Idaho is able to ask a question, if
that is what he wishes to do.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield to me at
this time, with the understanding that
he will not thereby lose his right to the
floor?

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes, Mr. President;
with that understanding, I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELKER. With respect to Sen-
ate Resolution 253, I must confess that
I have not read it or studied it although
I have looked at subsection 12 of sec-
tion 4, on page 3, reading as follows:

12, No testimony taken or material pre-
sented in an executive session shall be made
public, either in whole or in part or by way

of summary, unless authorized by a ma-
Jority vote of the committee.

- Mr. President, I have the honor of
serving with the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Jenner] on the internal security
subcommittee of the Judiciary Commit-
tee. At the commencement of every
executive session, every witness, every
counsel, every staff member, and every
member of the committee is admonished
that none of the testimony is to be re-
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leased until authority is given by the
committee.

. Mr. President, we can well imagine the
embarrassment that a fifth amendment
Communist could give the committee,
should he make public such testimony—
release it and give it to the world—and
thus be in a position to say that the in-
vestigating committee had violated this
proposed rule, and, therefore, the Sen-
ator conducting the investigation should
be thrown out of the Senate. Such a
rule would be a very dangerous one, be-
cause I have seen certain witnesses do
that sort of thing time and time again,
in connection with hearings held by our
committee. Such witnesses like to em-
barrass the committees.

I say that subsection 12 is absolutely
the most vicious provision in this pro-
posal, because the tort feasor, or Com-
munist, or thief, will wish to demolish a
committee, no matter how honorable the
committee may be. Such a person will
see that testimony taken in executive
session is “leaked” to persons who will be
in a position to cause embarrassment to
the committee. In that event, who will
be blamed? Not the Communist or the
thief, but the committee.

I thank the Senator very much for
yielding to me.

RECESS TO 2 P. M.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
pursuant to the previous understanding
that the Senator from New York will not
lose his right to the floor when we re-
assemble, I now move that the Senate
stand in recess until 2 o’clock this after-
noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
12 o'clock and 21 minutes p. m.) the
Senate took a recess until 2 o’clock p. m.
on the same day.

On the expiration of the recess, the
Senate reassembled, and was called to
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. PAYNE
in the chairl.

THE JUNIOR SENATOR FROM
WISCONSIN

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution of censure (S. Res. 301) .
submitted by Mr. FLanDpERs relative to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Daniel Holland
Anderson Dirksen Humphrey
Barrett Douglas Ives

Beall Duff Jackson
Bennett Dworshak Jenner
Bricker Ervin Johnson, Colo,
Bridges Ferguson Johnson, Tex.
Burke Flanders Johnston, 8. C.
Bush Frear Kennedy
Butler Fulbrght Kerr

Byrd e0r) Kilgore .
Capehart Gillette Knowland
Carlson Goldwater Euchel

Case Gore Langer

Chavez Green Lehman
Clements Hayden Long

Cooper Hendrickson Magnuson
Cordon Hennings Malone
Crippa Hill Mansfield
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McCarran Potter Stennis
McCarthy Purtell Symington
Millikin Robertson Thye
Monroney Russell Upton
Morse Saltonstall Watkins
Mundt Schoeppel ‘Welker
Murray Smathers Wiley
Neely Smith, Malne Williama
Pastore Smith, N. J, Young
Payne Sparkman

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce

that the senior Senator from Nebraska
[Mrs. Bowring] and the junior Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. REYNOLDs] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK-
ENLOOPER] and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MarTIN] are absent by
leave of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo=-
rum is present.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the yeas
and nays be ordered on the question of
agreeing to the resolution of the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], so
that all Members will know there will
be a yea-and-nay vote on that question.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, today
is a day when those who would stand
up for decency, liberty, and integrity
may do so. Today is a day when the
opportunity is given us to raise, by our
own act, the prestige of the Senate, and
to help repair, to some extent, the grave
damage which has been done to Amer-
ica’s standing in the minds and hearts
of men here and abroad.

The resolution. submitted by the jun-
ior Senator from Vermont is a symbol.
It has little actual force, but it has much
meaning. That meaning will shine
through whatever device may be chosen,
or may be sought to be chosen, to avoid
a decision on the resolution, itself.

On numerous occasions in the past,
the two Houses of Congress have voted
to censure individual Members. Those
resolutions of censure have been based,
for the most part, on single acts. Here
we have a resolution of censure based
on whole categories of acts, on almost
numberless outrages against the sense
of decency which is part of the highest
tradition of this great body, the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. President, I shall not attempt at
this time to enumerate all the acts which
in my opinion justify this resolution of
censure. A listing of them would oc-
cupy the Senate for days. Hundreds of
articles have been written about them.
Special issues of magazines have been
devoted to them. Books have been writ-
ten about them. The bibliography of
books, articles, and scholarly studies
listing and analyzing the amazing
charges, allegations, and innuendoes
which have marked the course of Sena-
tor McCarTHY during the past 5 years is
more exhaustive than that on any other
subject of current interest.

At different times, two subcommittees
of the Senate have devoted themselves
to a study of various aspects of Senator
McCArTHY'S activities. The conclusions
reached and the observations made by
those two subcommittees justify, in
themselves, action, in my opinion, far
more severe than a resolution of eensure.

Here is a man who has attacked, con-
demned, and denounced as traflickers
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with treason, men who have occupied the
highest offices in our land, whose names
adorn the brightest pages of our his-
tory—Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Harry
8. Truman, Gen. George C. Marshall, and
Dean Acheson. He has smeared some of
the most eminent public servants in our
recent history — Ambassador Charles
Bohlen, Ambassador Philip Jessup, High
Commissioner James Conant, and Am-
bassador Averell Harriman, among many
others.

Mr. President, he has attacked and
abused such men as General Zwicker and
President Nathan Pusey, of Harvard.

He has attacked and smeared Mem-
bers of this Senate.

He has made wholesale and uncon-
scionable attacks upon the press, charg-
ing publications such as Time magazine,
Commonweal, the Saturday Evening
Post, the New York Post, and the Mil-
waukee Journal with following the Com-
munist line.

He has sought to smear such outstand-
ing journalists as the Alsop brothers,
Edward R: Murrow, James Wechsler, and
Drew Pearson with the imputation of
being Communist sympathizers.

He has given comfort to one of the
most shocking attacks in recent history
on the loyalty of the American clergy,
that of Mr. J. B. Matthews, by under-
taking to hire Mr. Matthews as an em-
ployee of a Senate committee.

Mr. President, he has used his posi-
tion as a Member of the Senate, and as
chairman of one of our committees, to
ride roughshod over the Government
service, over two administrations of dif-
ferent political complexion, and, finally,
over the Senate itself.

Mr. President, shall we sit idly by and
divest ourselves of any responsibility for
thesze actions and others without num-
ber?

Shall we make pious protests in pri-
vate, while maintaining silence in public?

Mr. President, shall we content our-
selves by saying that, while we disap-
prove of the methods of the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, it is up to the
voters of Wisconsin, or to the Republican
Party, or to President Eisenhower, to
discipline this reckless colleague of ours?
No. Under the Constitution, it is our
individual responsibility as Senators. It
is no one else's.

Why do we hesitate to take such ac-
tion as is merited? Will a majority of
us stand up and say, either privately or
publicly, that they see no fault meriting
censure of the junior Senator from Wis-
consin? Where is that majority? Where
is there more than a handful who will
say that?

Only a year and a half ago the junior
Senator from Wisconsin, sought to op-
pose confirmation of the nomination of
Ambassador Charles Bohlen in the Sen-
ate, by charging that he had informa-
tion, and that the FBI had information,
to the effect that Ambassador Bohlen
was a security risk.

Charles Bohlen had spent 24 years in
the service of the State Department of
his Government. He had entered the
Foreign Service while Herbert Hoover
was President of the United States. His
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reward for a quarter century of dedi-
cated service was to be charged with be-
ing a security risk, after having held
some of the most critical posts in the
United States Government.

The late Senator Taft, who died a
year ago today, and who at the time oc-
cupied the chair of majority leader, was
delegated by the Senate to inspect the
FBI files on Charles Bohlen. Senator
Taft reported back:

There was no suggestion anywhere by any-
one reflecting on the loyalty of Mr. Bohlen
in any way, or any association by him with
communism or support of communism or
even tolerance of communism,

Was not that incident, which provided
one of the first crises of the Eisenhower
administration, of itself sufficient to
merit this resolution of censure?

Why do we hesitate, then, when this
incident has been multiplied by a hun-
dred, and a hundred more, before and
since? Do we fear the political reper-
cussions of a vote to censure the junior
Senator from Wisconsin?

Is that the real answer to the timidity,
the apprehensions, and the doubts which
have characterized the position of so
many of us in regard to the Flanders
resolution? I am telling no secrets when
I say that this fear is, indeed, a com-
pelling force.

Mr. President, this is a measure of the
danger represented by our colleague
from Wisconsin, because the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has spread fear, in-
timidation, suspicion, and reprisal
throughout the length and breadth of
this great and beloved land of ours.

Let us face this danger. Let us put
aside this fear. Whatever the political
repercussions, history will honor us for
a vote of censure; and, in my judgment,
so will our constituents.

Let us vote overwhelmingly, without
regard to partisan considerations—for
this is not a partisan question—to ap-
prove the resolution of the Senator from
Vermont.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to make 1 or 2 observations
with regard to the remarks made last
night by the distinguished junior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DirksEN]. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is a very powerful
speaker and makes an extremely inter-
esting address. I invite attention to his
opening remarks, as found on page 12737
of the REcorp, in which he said:

Mr. President, if I were to select a text
tonight I think I should dip into the Old
Testament and find it in the Book of Exodus.
It comes to mind because in the Republican
Convention of 1952 in Chicago a very emi-
nent rabbi was asked to deliver the invoca-
tion on one of the convention days, and in
that eloquent invocation he used an expres-
sion from the Old Testament which said:

“Thou shalt not follow a multitude to do
evil.”

Mr. President, I regret very much that
the Senator from Illinois stopped with
that quotation. It would have been ex-
tremely appropriate, I believe, if the
Senator had read all of that particular
passage. I might even recommend the
reading of the preceding 2 or 3 para-
graphs from chapter 23 of the Book of
Exodus, which I shall read. Beginning
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in the paragraph preceding the one read
by the Senator from Illinois, I read:

Thou shalt not raise a false report: Put
not thine hand with the wicked to be an
unrighteous witness.

It seems to me that that passage is pe-
culiarly appropriate to the particular
subject matter which is under consider-
ation before the Senate today.

Then comes this quotation:

Thou shalt not follow a multitude to do
evil; neither shalt thou speak in a cause to
decline after many to wrest judgment:

Neither shalt thou countenance a poor
man in his cause.

If thou meet thine enemy's ox or his ass
going astray, thou shalt surely bring it back
to him again.

If thou see the ass of him that hateth thee
lying under his burden, and wouldest fore-
bear to help him, thou shalt surely help with
him.

Thou shalt not wrest the judgment of thy
poor in his cause.

Keep thee far from a false matter; and
the innocent and righteous slay thou not:
for I will not justify the wicked.

Mr. President, I am quite willing to
take that passage as the text of the entire
subject to be considered by the Senate;
and if the Senate will apply that stand-
ard to what I believe to be the unques-
tionable evidence in this case, I have no
doubt as to what its judgment will be in
connection with the pending resolution.

Another characteristic of the address
of the junior Senator from Illinois, it
seems to me—a characteristic which is
borne out throughout some 2 or 3 years,
or longer, of the activities of the sub-
ject of the pending resolution—is the
refusal to address the remarks in any re-
spect to the merits of the matter under
consideration, but to confine them to
an atfack upon the person who has made
observations concerning the matter. I
had a personal experience of that kind
many years ago in the so-called Jessup
hearings, when I raised a question about
the validity of an exhibit which had
been offered to the committee, which
proved to be completely false. Instead
of arguing about the exhibit I was at-
tacked as being a Communist, or at least
as being pro-Communist, or soft toward
communism—one of those many phrases
which are applied to anyone when dis-
agreement arises.

I noticed that was the same approach
Jast night. There was very little said
on behalf of the subject of the resolu-
tion; the remarks were directed to a per-
sonal attack upon the honorable Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLanpeErs]. The re-
marks seemed to me to be quite irrele-
vant to the question under considera-
tion. If a resolution were pending about
the Senator from Vermont, they might
be relevant.

I pass to the other speeches, which
concerned me much more than did the
speech of the Senator from Illinois.

I refer to the speeches of the two
Senators from Oregon. Both of them
are eminent and very careful lawyers,
as we well know. I was amazed that
neither of them had taken the trouble to
check the precedent on this question.
Reference was made to the precedent,
which I consider to be the precedent on
this matter, which was made on Novem-~
ber 4, 1929, The senior Senator from
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Oregon [Mr. Cornon] referred to the fact
that two Senators, who are Members of
the Senate today, and who are on the
floor today, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeorgE]l and the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HavypEN], were Members of
the Senate at the time, and that both of
them voted in favor of a resolution of
censure at that time.

I distinetly gained the impression from
the remarks of the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon that that resolu-
tion had been, in his opinion, referred to
a committee and had been considered by
a committee. That is not the fact.

The fact is that a resolution, desig-
nated Senate Resolution 20, was submit-
ted to investigate lobbying. It was sub-
mitted on April 20, 1929. It is a coinei-
dence that that resolution was submit-
ted by the distinguished predecessor of
myself, Senator Caraway. As I say, it
was submitted on April 20, 1929. It was
a special resolution, to investigate the
activities of lobbying associations and
lobbyists in and around Washington,
D. C. .

I shall read it to the Senate, so that
there will be no misunderstanding about
it. It has nothing whatever to do with
a resolution of censure.

The resolution of censure was not
submitted until November 1, 1929, sev-
eral months later. The resolution sub-
mitted by Senator Caraway on April 20,
1929, reads as follows:

Whereas it is charged that the lobbyists
located in and around Washington filch from
the American public more money under a
false claim that they can influence legisla-
tion than the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment costs the taxpayers; and

Whereas the lobbyists seek by all means
to capitalize for themselves every interest
and every sentiment of the American public
which can be made to yield an unclean
dollar for their greedy pockets: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That a special committee to be
appointed by the President of the Senate
consisting of three members is hereby au-
thorized. Said committee is empowered and
instructed to inquire into the activities of
these lobbying associations and lobbyists to
ascertain of what their activities consist;
how much and from what source they ob-
tained their revenues; how much of these
moneys they expend and for what purpose
and in what manner; what effort they put
forth to effect legislation. Said committee
shall have the power to subpena witnesses,
administer oaths, send for books and papers,
to employ a stenographer, and do those
things necessary to make the investigation
thorough.

That was the resolution. There was
no idea of censuring any Member of the
Senate. It was directed at lobbyists.
The resolution certainly was not directed
at Mr. Eyanson.

The committee was appointed, and in
pursuance of it, on September 30 there
was issued Senate Report No. 43, Tist
Congress, 1st session, and ordered to be
printed.

Mr. Caraway, from the subcommittee of
the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted

the following report, pursuant to Senate
Resolution 20. .

That is the resolution which I have
Jjust read.

I shall not read all of the report, but
I ask unanimous consent that at this
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point the entire report, which consists
of only 42 pages, be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Your committee, named by the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary, pursu-
ant to Senate Resolution 20, having had un=-
der consideration the matter of the associa-
tion of one Charles L. Eyanson, assistant to
the president of the Manufacturers Associa-
tion of Connecticut, Inc., with Hon. Hiram
Bingham, a Senator from that State, during
the consideration by the Finance Committee
of the Senate and the majority members
thereof of the pending tariff bill (H. R. 2667)
and having completed that phase of its
work, beg leave to report as follows:

The Manufacturers Association of Con-
necticut, Inc., is an organization in the na-
ture of a trade association, the purpose of
which is to promote the general interests of
its members in their business, manufactur-
ing establishments of the State of Connecti«
cut, including the New York, New Haven &
Hartford Railroad Co. Its business at Hart-
ford, Conn., is under the immediate super=-
vision and direction of the said Charles L.
Eyanston under the president thereof, E.
Eent Hubbard. Eyanston is paid a salary of
#10,000 per annum by the association. He
came to Washington while the tariff bill re-
ferred to was under consideration by the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives in the early part of the
present year, and aided members of the as-
sociation in preparing arguments and data
for submission by them to the committee re=-
ferred to.

On February 25, 1929, Senator Bingham
wrote to Mr. Hubbard, saying, among other
things:

“I am wondering whether there is anyone
whom you could loan me as an expert advis=-
er on tariff problems, particularly those in
which Connecticut is interested.”

In explanation of the letter Senator Bing-
ham told the committee that the people of
the State generally were vitally interested in
tariff questions and that he was unfamiliar
with the problems presented by legislation
of that character, having devoted much of
his time while in the Senate theretofore to
other subjects. A copy of the letter of Sen-
ator Bingham, referred to, is hereto at-
tached, marked "Exhibit A,” and made a
part of this report.

Mr. Hubbard replied in a sympathetic way,
his letter being llkewise attached, marked
“Exhibit B.”

A copy of the letter from Senator Bing-
ham was sent to each member of the asso-
ciation and the views of the members so-
licited. The replies were generally favorable,
the treasurer suggesting that the board of
directors be authorized “to utilize an
amount not to exceed 5,000 to be expended
in connection with tariff work in Washing-
ton.” A limitation of the amount to be ex-
pended was suggested in a number of the re--
plies. By arrangement between Hubbard
and Senator Bingham, entered into at the
office of J. Henry Roraback, chairman of the
Republican State committee of the State of
Connecticut, Eyanston was deputed as aid to
Senator Bingham pursuant to his request,
the board of directors of the association
acopting a resolution, as follows:

“That the vote received by letter author-
izing aid to Senator Bingham in protecting
interests of Connecticut manufacturers be
confirmed.

“It was further reported that the staff of
the association had been engaged in a com-
prehensive analysis in columnar form of the
Underwood and Fordney-McCumber tariffs;
request presented before the Ways and
Means Committee of the House and the
schedules proposed in the House bill (H. R.
2667), now before the House of Representa-
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tives for action, and furthermore that a rep=
resentative would shortly be in Washington
to assist Senator Bingham personally in his
office.”

Eyanson came to Washington to take the
position, in effect as a clerk in the office of
Senator Bingham, in which he had a desk
where he received callers who came to consult
with him or Senator Bingham or both. He
assembled material for the use of Senator
Bingham in connection with the hearings
before the Senate Committee on Finance and
attended the hearings, occupying a seat from
which he could communicate at any time
with Senator Bingham and alded him with
suggestions while the hearings were in prog-
ress. After the hearings were completed the
majority members went into secret session
for the purpose of considering the bill. At
that time, at the direction of Senator Bing-
ham Eyanson was sworn in as clerk of the
Committee on Territories and Insular Posses=
slons, of which Senator Bingham was then
and is now the chairman, displacing one
Henry M. Barry, who was told by Senator
Bingham that his salary would nevertheless
continue. This course was pursued, the com-
mittee was told by Senator Bingham, that
Eyanson might be “subject to the discipline
of the Senate,” the significance of the phrase
being left unexplained.

After Eyanson had thus been introduced
into the secret meetings of the majority
members and had sat with them for some 2 or
3 days, Senator Smoot, chairman of the com-
mittee, inquired of Senator Bingham wheth-
er he, Eyanson, was an officer or employee
of the Manufacturers Assoclation of Con-
necticut, and being advised that he was,
Senator Bingham was told by Benator Smoot
that objectlon had been made to Eyanson’s
presence in the committee and intimated it
would be better if he did no longer attend.
Senator Bingham then inquired as to the
attitude of other members of the committee
and from the views thus elicited reached the
conclusion that Eyanson ought not longer to
attend the meeting and he did not. Eyan-
son drew his salary as clerk of the Committee
on Territories and Insular Possessions. At
the end of his first month's services as such
he turned the amount so received over in
cash to Senatdr Bingham. The remainder
of his salary while he continued on the rolls
he drew and turned over to Mr. Barry, the
whole amounting to $357.50.

One of the subordinates of Mr. Eyanson,
pursuant to the practice of his office, on the
30th day of August 1929, prepared on a blank
provided for that purpose a memorandum,
as follows:

“THE MANUFACTURERS ASsSOCI-
ATioN oF CoNNEcTICUT (INC.),
“August 30, 1929.
“Memorandum:
To Mr. Eyanson.
From Mr. Wuichet.
Subject: Information for Senator
Bingham.

“In telephone conversations with Mr. Hen-
derson, of the Crescent Fire Arms Co., and
Mr. Warner, of the Davis & Warner Arms Co.,
both of Norwich, in reply to an inguiry orig-
inating with Mr. Henderson, I informed these
gentlemen that Senator Bingham met with
very strong opposition to the 10-percent
duty on rough-bored shotgun barrels from
the Savage Arms Co., et al,, and three influ-
ential members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, Senators Smoot, chairman, Reed, and
Edge; and that Senator Bingham considered
it a decisive victory to have held the duty
where it now stands in the House bill at 10
percent in face of a very strong effort to raise
it to 30 percent.”

It is obvious from the memorandum that
Wuichet, who was in Hartford, Conn,, at the
time the memorandum was written, had in-
formation concerning some of the proceed-
ings in the secret meetings of the majority
members of the Finance Committe; but he
informed your committee that he had no rec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ollection of the source of his information,
and while he denied that it came from Eyan-
son he admitted that he could assign no
other source from which it could come.
This witness told the committee that he is a
dollar a year man of the Department of
Commerce. He holds the position of foreign
trade secretary of the manufacturers asso-
clation of Connecticut, a position which re-
quires him to ascertain and assemble infor-
mation of value to the members of the asso-
ciation for the promotion of their foreign
trade and to convey the same to them as
an officer or employee of the Department of
Commerce. Having taken as usual the offi-
cial oath he gathers information In and
about Hartford, as requested by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, or that may be of serv-
ice to it in its work, and secures information
from the Department of value to manufac-
turers in that section. In this connection
your committee calls attention to the follow-
ing provision of the act of 1917 (39 Stat.,
pt. 1, p. 1106) :

“That on and after July 1, 1919, no Govern=
ment official or employee shall recelve any
salary in connection with his services as such
an official or employee from any source other
than the Government of the United States,
except as may be contributed out of the
treasury of any State, county, or municipal-
ity, and no person, association, or corporation
shall make any contribution to, or in any
way supplement the salary of, any Govern-
ment official or employee for the services per-
formed by him for the Government of the
United States. Any person violating any of
the terms of this proviso shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be punished by a fine of
not less than $1,000 or imprisonment for
not less than 6 months, or by both such fine
and imprisonment as the court may deter-
mine.”

It appeared from evidence before the com-
mittee that, in respect to 52 of the leading
industries of the State of Connecticut, the
pending tariff bill recommends raises in the
duties on 44. With respect to 7 it remains
unchanged, and in one instance it provides
for a decrease.

After the departure of Eyanson from Wash-
ington on the completion of his work here
with Senator Bingham, the latter trans-
mitted to him a check for $1,000, which has
never been cashed, the recipient having de-
termined tentatively on its receipt to return
it personally rather than by letter to Sen-
ator Bingham, but now remains uhdecided
as to what disposition he should make of the
check.

Senator Bingham was, at the time Eyan-
son came to his office, paying all the clerks
sums in addition to their officlal salaries
and would be obliged, he felt, to employ 1
or 2 additional- stenographers. He hoped,
when asking the assistance of the Manu-
facturers Assoclation, to get a high-grade
man, whose salary the Senator felt he could
not pay in view of the fact that he was
paying additional salary to four clerks.

As heretofore stated, the New York, New
Haven & Hartford Railroad Co. is a mem-
ber of the Manufacturers Association of
Connecticut. A reply to one of the eircular
letters sent out by President Hubbard, here-
tofore referred to, addressed to E, G. Buck-
land, vice president, came signed "E. G.
Buckland, chairman,” which was as follows:

“Answering your letter of March 5; I am
strongly of the opinion that the associa-
tion should leave nothing undone to assist
Senator Bingham in the presentation of
briefs giving the facts and arguments in
favor of tarifl rates such as the industries of
Connecticut believe should be adopted in
the new tariff bill. The fact that one of
our Senators is willing to undertake this
work, not only justifies but practically de-
mands that the association should support
him to the limit.”

The New York, New Haven & Hartford is
one of the largest contributors to the reve-
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nues of the Manufacturers® Association of
Connecticut, amounting to $100,000 annu-
ally, the contribution of the rallroad com-
pany on the basis of the number of men in
its service being approximately $4,000 annu-
ally. The committee gquestions the pro-
priety of the utilization of the funds of a
railroad company for the payment of the
services of a lobbyist in Washington,
Whether such contributions are forbidden
by any statute may be the subject of fur-
ther communication from your committee.
Meanwhile the committee recommends the
adoption of a resolution by the Senate calling
upon the Secretary of Commerce to furnish
to the Senate a list of all officials employed
by the department in the regular service of
private individuals or corporations drawing
a salary of $1 a year or any other sum from
the Government.

ExXHIBIT A
UNITED STATES SENATE,
February 25, 1929,
Hon. E. KENT HUBBARD, p
President Manufacturers’ Association of
Connecticut, Hartford, Conn.

My DeEArR MR. HuBBARD: As you know, many
matters of great importance to the manu-
facturers of Connecticut and our citizens
generally will come up during the extra ses<
sion, particularly while the tariff is being
discussed in committee and on the floor of
the Senate.

I am wondering whether there is anyone
whom you could loan me as an expert adviser
on tariff problems, particularly those in
which Connecticut is interested.

It seems to me that it would be advan-
tageous if I could have some one on whom I
could rely for summaries and briefs, giving
the facts and arguments In favor of such
rates as the people of Connecticut believe
should be adopted in the general interest.

There is no one in my office who is fa-
miliar with this general field.

Our hearings will probably begin about
May 1 or 10. During the hearings many
questions will arise on which I should like
to have expert advice. Then when the com-
mittee begins considering the bill in execu-
tive session I ought to have a well-prepared
brief on every schedule in which Connecticut
is interested. Could you help me out?

Sincerely yours,
HiraMm BINGHAM,

ExsaIBIT B
FEBRUARY 28, 1929,
Hon. HirRaAM BINGHAM,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeEnaTOR BrneHam: I was most
gratified to receive your letter of February 25
in regard to the tariff.

Connecticut industry has been apprehen-
sive ever since the announcement of Sesnator
McLean's retirement, but with the knowl-
edge which comes through your letter that
you are planning to study the matter in your
usual thorough manner, that apprehension
is relieved.

Tariff and transportation are two of the
most vital subjects to Connecticut manu-
facturers, and you may rest assured that we
will arrange to provide for all the facilities
for information which you may need during
the hearings before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and during the executive sessions.
The person or persons whom we shall select
will be representative of Connecticut indus-
try, and will be thoroughly competent on
tariffl matters.

Again let me express my appreciation for
your cooperation. I shall arrange to confer
with you personally or, if that isn't possible,
through a representative well before the date
of hearings.

Very truly yours,
E. KeNT HUBBARD, President.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall read the
part of the report which I think is sig-
nificant. However, I want to make this
observation, namely, that this report
makes no recommendation whatever
about censure. It makes no reference
to censure in any respect. It was sub-
mitted before any censure motion was
introduced.  What it did was simply find
the fact and state .what had happened.
That is all. It did not condemn, and it
did not question its propriety, or any-
thing like that.

I may say for the benefit of the Sen-
ate that Mr. Eyanson was the lobbyist
who was involved. He had been brought
into an executive meeting of the ma-
jority members of the committee. Mr.
Eyanson was not brought into the execu-
tive meeting of the whole committee,
but was brought into the executive meet-
ing of only the Republican members,
who were in the majority.

I read from the report:

After Eyanson had thus been introduced
into the secret meetings of the majority
members and had sat with them for some 2
or 3 days, Senator Smoot, chairman of the
committee, inquired of Senator Bingham
whether he,, Eyanson, was an officer or em-
ployee of the Manufacturers Association of
Connecticut, and being advised that he was,
Senator Bingham was told by Senator Smoot
that objection had been made to Eyanson's
presence in the committee and intimated
it would be better if he did not longer at-
tend. Senator Bingham then inquired as to
the attitude of other members of the com-
mittee, and from the views thus elicited
reached the conclusion that Eyanson ought
not longer to attend the meetings and he
did not. Eyanson drew his salary as clerk of
the Committee on Territories and Insular
Possessions. At the end of his first month's
service as such he turned the amount so
received over in cash to Senator Bingham.
Tile remainder of his salary while he con-
tinued on the rolls he drew and turned over
{0 Mr. Barry, the whole amounting to $357.50.

The report contains a letter written
by Senator Bingham to the Manufac-
turers’ Association, asking for assistance,
and so forth.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question at that
point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Does not the Sen-
ator think that that is a very pertinent
fact he has brought out, namely, that
there was a specific act which it was
alleged Senator Bineham had participat-
ed in, namely, the bringing of Mr. Eyan=-
son into the executive meeting of the
majority members of the committee?
That was a specific act. Senator Bing-
ham had an opportunity to go before
the committee and to make his explana-
tion on the specific charge and on the
specific act.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Go before whom?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Senator Bingham
had an opportunity to go before the com-
mittee and to make his explanation as
to how it came about that he had Mr.
Eyanson attending the meeting. That
is not the situation in the case of the
resolution which is before the Senate
today.

Ia other words, so far as the Senate
was concerned, the specific act was the
bringing of Mr. Eyanson into the execu-
tive meeting of the majority members
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of the committee. The committee had
an opportunity to take testimony from
Senator Bingham as fo what the facts
were regarding that specific act.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is no ques=
tion that these facts are very simple.
This is the report of the committee, I
am forced to anticipate my statement
slightly, I should say. I intend to offer
an amendment to the pending resolu-
tion which I believe will bring it abso-
lutely and completely within the prece-
dent set by the Bingham case. I do so
because of the very eloguent appeal of
the two Senators from Oregon that we
follow orderly procedure.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT.
do so in a moment.

In view of all the facts, I certainly do
not think the Senate now is less con-
cerned about its honor, integrity, and
dignity than was the Senate in 1929.
Later I shall read the remarks of the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] on
that very point. If the Senate as at
present constituted lives up to the high
standards set by the Senate in 1929, I
shall certainly be satisfied.

What I intend to do, by an amend-
ment, is to bring this case exactly into
line with this precedent, and to follow
what I consider to be orderly procedure,
as represented by the latest precedent
of the Senate. I know of no better
authority.

I now yield to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. CORDON. With the permission
of the Senator from Arkansas, the Sena-
tor from Oregon will say that if the
pending resolution is amended so as to
state specific allegations, which allega-
tions are admitted as true, so that this
body can pass judgment upon undisputed
facts, the Senator from Oregon will be
prepared to consider the resolution on
the floor and act on it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I doubt very seri-
ously that I could possibly satisfy the
Senator’s ideas with respect to allega-
tions being undisputed and admitted. I
do not consider that the allegations in
the case cited were undisputed and ad-
mitted by Senator Bingham, in the
precedent I have cited.

On the floor of the Senate Senator
Bingham contended most vigorously
that there was nothing wrong with his
actions. He did not admit that he had
done wrong at all. He protested up to
the last minute. My colleagues will find
in the debate on the question, while it is
not stated in so many words, the clear
implication is that if the Senator had
said on the floor, “I am sorry. I think I
did wrong,” the charges would have been
dropped. But he persisted up to the last
minute in the attitude that he was right
and that there was nothing wrong with
what he had done. Therefore, the
Senate went ahead and adopted the
resolution of censure.

Moreover, if at that time the Senate
was willing to accept the finding of the
committee as to the facts, I see no reason
why the Senate today should not be
willing to accept the finding of one of its
committees as to what is, to my way of
thinking, a very pertinent fact relative

I shall be glad to
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to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCartHY]1, which finding I shall read
to the Senator. If one were disposed to
do so, I suppose he could perhaps ques-
tion the good judgment or the thorough-
ness of this committee, because the com-
mittee which reported in this case is a
different committee from the one which
reported in 1929,

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr- GHT. 1 yield to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. CORDON. Is it not a fact that in
the Bingham case, Senator Bingham ad-
mitted that the individual was employed
by the Connecticut Manufacturers
Association and disputed only the con-
clusion as to whether his acts were cor-
rect and subject to censure?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should say “sub-
ject to censure,” because no one really
seriously thought he was personally cor-
rupt in the sense that he was feathering
his own nest. No one alleged and no one
believed that he had gained any money
from the transaction. He thought he
was doing his duty to his State. That
makes all the more praiseworthy, in my
opinion, the action of the Senate in pro-
tecting the integrity of the Senate as a
body. I think it is that very spirit that
accounts for the survival of this body as
the one remaining upper legislative body
in the world which has power and influ-
ence.

In all the various experiments that
have been made in parliamentary gov-
ernment or self-government, this is the
only upper legislative body which still
has power. I think that is true because
pf the very spirit evinced by the Senate
in 1929 when it voted a resolution of
censure. The Senate did not want its
honor to be sullied by the action of an
individual Senator, even though no per-
sonal corruption was involved.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Let me make a
further point. The Senator is making
it necessary for me to anticipate my
amendment, but it is appropriate to raise
the question at this point. I intend, for
example, to offer this specification,
among others. It is a specification which,
in my opinion, is precisely in point with
the specification set out by the precedent.
The Senator will find this specification
in the committee report which the Sen-
ator from Missouri | Mr. HENNINGS], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HaAypEN], and
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr,
HenbpRICKSON] signed in 1952, I think
my suggested amendment would bring
the case completely within the rule and
the precedent which I have mentioned.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The censure is for
this reason:

1. The junior Senator from Wisconsin,
while a member of the committee having
jurisdiction over the affairs of the Lustron
Co., a corporation financed by Government
money, received $10,000 without rendering
services of comparable value,

That is an example which I believe to
be on all-fours with the case in 1929.
A Senate committee had spent many

_ months considering this question, among
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many others. Ishall read the four pages
of the report which set out the docu-
mentary evidence to support the charge,
such as photostats of checks and other
documents. I do not know whether the
Senator has seen that report or not.

Mr. FERGUSON., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Just a moment.

I suggest that a finding of fact of a
subcommittee of the Senate with as
much dignity as the subcommittee which
reported in the Eyanson case is just as
persuasive and complete with respect to
that particular fact as is the act which
Senator Bingham was found to have
done. That committee made no recom=-
mendation of censure. Neither did the
so-called Hennings-Hayden-Hendrickson
committee, which I mentioned. They
set out the facts and, instead of making
recommendations, they asked questions.
The committee had asked the Senator
to eome before it on numerous occasions.
‘We can discuss that subject if the Sen-
ator desires to do so. However, I think
we are all familiar with the record.
Every Senator has had an opportunity
to read it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In a moment I
will.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
pon] made a great point about the right
of the Senator from Wisconsin to his
“day in court.” If the junior Senator
from Wisconsin refuses to have a day
in court after many and continuous
urgings, I do not know what can be done
about it. The committee cannot force
him to come before it. Perhaps his at-
tendance could have been forced. At
any rate, the committee did not wish
to force him to attend.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
pon] made a strong plea for orderly pro-
cedure. We have just had a fine example
proving that it is almost impossible to
have an orderly procedure. I should
say that the procedure before the sub-
committee which heard the Army-Mc-
Carthy controversy was very disorderly.
That was certainly contrary to the de-
sire of most of the members, but in my
opinion there was no way to preserve
order. I observed the hearings. I do not
know how many other Members of the
Senate observed them.

Mr. FERGUSON and Mr. CORDON
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Arkansas yield; and if
so, to whom?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield first to the
Senator from Michigan, who was on his
feet before the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. FERGUSON. What is the num-
ber of the report in reference to the
Lustron case, and when was it filed with
the Senate?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is a report of
the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections, of the Committee on Rules
and Administration. It is entitled “In-
vestigations on Senators JosepH R. Mc-
CarTHY and William Benton, pursuant
to Senate Resolution 187 and Senate
Resolution 304.”

'Igle Senator is familiar with it, is he
not?
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Mr. FERGUSON. When was it filed
with the Senate?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know
that it was filed with the Senate. It was
filed with the committee.

Mr. FERGUSON. Did the committee
adopt the report?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The subcommit-
tee did. Report No. 43 of the Subcom-
mittee on the Judiciary. That is the
basis for the others.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. A report was filed
in the Senate on the resolution of Sen-
ator Caraway, was it not?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my under-
standing. Senate reports, volume C, No.
43. It may be that in the book there are
a number of other reports on lobbying.
This is only one of a number of reports
on lobbying. This is only one, which
pertains to Mr. Eyanson.

I have no doubt that one can find a
difference in personnel. This report is
¥ory familiar to most of us, however.

As I have said, the chairman of the
subcommittee was THomas C. HENNINGS,
Jr., of Missouri, and the other members
of the committee were CarL HAYDEN, of
Arizona, and RoOBERT HENDRICKSON, of
New Jersey.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, who was a mem-
ber of that committee. He may recall
the details on that point.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I shall try to
clear the matter from memory. My re-
collection is that when the report was
finished, the Senate was not in session,
and it was transmitted to the Secretary
of the Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Isubmit, Mr.Pres-
ident, that in any case I see no materiali-
ty to the point, if I may so suggest to
the Senator from Michigan. It seems to
me to make no difference.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator wants to have the facts.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri, who
was chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. HENNINGS. Am I to understand
that the Senator from Arkansas is not
in the least disturbed by the question put
to him by the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcUsoN], who seems to
suggest by his inguiry that because the
report was not filed in the Senate—if it
was not, we may be assured that it was
filed with the Committee on Rules and
Administration—the Senator has not
taken judicial notice of the report, and
would like to suggest that perhaps the
report does not exist?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I tried to say to
the Senator from Michigan that I see no
materiality. It makes no difference
whatsoever.

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from
Arkansas is, of course, aware of the fact
that every Member of the Senate re-
ceived a copy of the report, is he not?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my under-
standing.
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Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator also
is aware, is he not, that the report did
go to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, where it has languished,
although perhaps it has not as yet died?
So far as I know, the report still is in
the files of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, whether or not it was
filed with the Secretary of the Senate,
although I presume it was.

I wondered if the Senator from Ar-
kansas thought there was any tincture
of validity to the point suggested by our
distinguished friend from Michigan,
that because the report actually did not
come before the Senate as a report for
consideration, the report was in any wise
lacking in substance or in effect.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I may say to the
Senator that it is not by any means.
The report is far more thorough and far
more extensive than the report on which
the 1929 censure was based, which, as
I pointed out a moment ago, is a short
report. There was a very simple set of
facts.

The report on the one point with re-
gard to Lustron is set out on four pages,
and is documented. It relates to the
question whether or not it was proper, .
under the circumstances, for the junior -
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc=
CarTHY] to receive $10,000 from the
Lustron Corp., and it discusses the facts,
which I shall reserve until I offer the
amendment. I only bring up the ques=
tion now to try to enlighten the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon] as to what
I understand happened in 1929, because
it was a rather unusual procedure.
There have been only two of them in
this century. There is no better source
for us to follow, no better precedent,
than what was done in 1929, I do not
think any Member of the Senate would
criticize what was done in the Senate
in that year. On the contrary, I think
we should be very proud that two of the
present Members of the Senate voted in
that matter. The REecorp speaks for
itself. I do not wish to embarrass
either of the Senators by asking them
questions. I am certain the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEorGE] will not mind
if I read his remarks to the Senate, be=
cause they are extremely appropriate,
It seems to me that they fit this case
precisely.

I do not know of any Member of this
body for whom we all have greater re-
spect than we have for the Senator from
Georgia. I think it is very appropriate
to refer to his remarks in this instance.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. CORDON. I am most apprecia=-
tive of the Senator's final courtesy. I
shall not further transgress upon the
time of the Senator from Arkansas, ex=-
cept to suggest that the Senator is now
discussing what may be before the Sen=
ate, not what is before the Senate.

The Senator, by the suggestions he is
making, is adding proof, if proof needs
to be added, to the suggestions made last
evening that somewhere in the course of
this matter there should be some cer-
tainty and some facts alleged which the
Senate can consider,
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As to the remainder o the Senator's
random shooting, I shall be happy to
discuss it, so far as it goes to last eve-
ning’s discussion, when the Senator fin-
ishes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I had assumed
that Members of the Senate who read
the newspapers and at least occasion-
ally see television knew about some of
the matters to which the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs] was referring.
If they have refused to do that, or have
failed to do it—I know they are very
busy, especially the members of the
Committee on Appropriations—I do not
wish to offer criticism. But if the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr, Corpon] does not
know anything about what happened in
the activities of the investigating sub-
committee or in the recent hearings, we
will try to enlighten him.

As to the action of the Senate itself
with regard to the censure brought up
on November 4, 1929, I think it is very
interesting. Before I get into it, there
are a few statistics which seem to me
to be of interest, especially to both par-
ties.

The vote on the final passage was 54
to 22. The Republican Party, I may say,
split precisely—22 for and 22 against.
I think it is very interesting to recall
some of the names. Many Senators will
remember more of the names than I
will. But I recognize a number of them,

For example, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. Borah, voted “yea.”
Senator Couzens, of Michigan, voted
“yea.” Senator Cutting, of New Mex-
jco, voted “yea.” Senator Glenn and
Senator Goldshorough each voted
“yea"I

I shall read all the names.

Allen, Blaine, Borah, Brookhart, Cap-
per, Couzens, Cutting, Frazier, Glenn,
Goldsborough, Jones, LaFollette, Mc~
Nary—Senator McNary was one whom
we all knew, one of the most distin-
guished Republicans ever to sit in the
Senate, I think, in this century—Nor-
beck, Norris, Nye, Pine, Robinson of In-
diana, Schall, Steiwer, Thomas of
Idaho—both Senators from Idaho voted
“yea”—and Vandenberg, of Michigan,
for whom we all had the greatest re-
spect, and whom most of us knew per-
sonally.

They were the 22 Republicans who
voted “yea.”

There were 22 Republicans who voted
“nay.” I do not know many of them
personally. I know a few of them.
There are some very well known names,
such as Smoot, of Utah. He offered one
of the amendments, a substitute for the
bill, which I shall discuss.

In that case there were two substitutes
offered, quite similar to the substitute
which has been offered to the Senate in
this case. Their purpose was completely
to emasculate the meaning of censure,
and to nullify it as being of any signifi-
cance, or fo avoid a direct vote. Both
amendments were rejected.

Smoot offered one amendment, and
Edge, of New Jersey, offered the other.
That is rather a coincidence, similar to
the one I mentioned about Caraway, of
Arkansas, who had been chairman of the
committee which looked into the matter.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I am not, of course, referring to myself,
but to the senior Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLELLAN].

I shall read the names of the Repub-
lican Senators who voted “nay”:

Dale, Edge, Fess, Gillette, Goff, Gould,
Greene, Hale, Hastings, Hatfield, Her-
bert, Johnson, Keyes, Metcalf, Moses,
Oddie, Phipps, Reed, Shortridge, Smoot,
Townsend, and Walcott.

Certainly, with 22 Republicans voting
on each side of the guestion, it was not a
partisan matter. I think the integrity
of the Senate is not a party matter.
Both parties desire to preserve the in-
tegrity of the Senate.

It is not something on which one par-
ty shoula take one side and the other
party should oppose. It is a question far
above such considerations. It is a ques-
tion which goes to the preservation of an
essential and most important part of our
Government.

Mr, President, I shall try to go
through this history quickly, but I think
it is worth while to point out a few of the
highlights.

On November 4, 1929, there were 32
Demoerats who voted, and I now put
into the REcorp the names of the Demo-
crats who voted for the resolution:

Ashurst, Barkley, Black, Bratton,
Brock, Broussard, Caraway, Connally,
Copeland, Dill, Fletcher, George, Harris,
Harrison, Hayden, Heflin, Eendrick, Mc-
Kellar, Pittman, Ransdell, Sheppard,
Simmons, Smith, Steck, Stephens,
Swanson, Thomas of Oklahoma, Tram-
mell, Tydings, Walsh of Massachusetts,
Walsh of Montana, and Wheeler.

There were T Democrats and 10 Repub-
licans not voting, as well as Senator
Shipstead, Farmer-Labor Party member.
That is the complete record of the voting.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Arkansas yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah?

. Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
ion.

Mr. BENNETT. Did any Democrats
vote against it?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. I said that
there was a split among the Republicans
of 22 to 22.

Mr. BENNETT. So in view of that fact
the illusion that the voting was not along
partisan lines disappears, does it not?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Republicans
did not regard it as a partisan question.
They split. I am glad that the Demo-
crats were so solicitous of the honor of
the Senate. They recognized the im-
portance of this body as a part of our
system of government.

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator does not
think the Democrats sought to bring dis-
repute on the part of one of their col-
leagues, does he?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I leave it to the
Senator. I think there is no better state-
ment on the subject than that made by
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE],
which I am about to read. The Senator
from Georgia is certainly one of the lead-
ing Democrats, if not the leading one.
The passage is extremely short, and I
hope the Senator from Utah will listen to
it. I am sure he will not question the
motives of the Senator from Georgia.
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The Senator from Georgia had this
to say, as appears on page 5126 of the
Recorp for November 4, 1929:

Mr. GeorGE. Mr, President, I regard it as
most regrettable that this resolution and
debate involve personalities at all. I regard
it as most regrettable that the personal ele-
ment is injected on either one side or the
other of this matter.

Personally I took occasion some days ago
to say that I had the very warmest personal
admiration for the Senator from Connecti-
cut, and I do not believe that he has in=
tended any moral wrong or breach of what
he considers to be the right course of conduct
to be pursued by Senators.

I think the following is the most im=
portant passage:

The view that I take of the question,
Mr. President, is simply this: That the
official act of each one of us has a public
quality, and that act is either in the interest
of the public good or it is contrary to the
interest of the public. It either promotes
confidence in the processes of government
or it tends to weaken public confidence in
the processes of government; and before I
vote upon this resolution I wish to make
it entirely clear that my vote is not con-
trolled by any personal consideration what-
ever and that my vote does not express any
opinion, much less condemnation, upon the
personal morality or the intent or purpose
of the Senator from Connecticut, I have
already declared myself upon that matter.

I think that is the point involved. I
disagree thoroughly with what the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dimrksen] stated
last night when he said that this is a
personal matter, and that because the
Senator’s resolution dropped the refer=
ence to the chairman of the committee,
that made it personal. The resolution
in the Bingham case was not based upon
the action of Bingham as chairman;
it was based on his action as a Senator.
He was not chairman of the Finance
Committee; he was merely a member.
I see nothing whatever to that point,
and the Senator from Georgia made it
very clear that he was considering the
actions of a Senator. He was not wor=
ried about his personal motives; he was
concerned about the effect of the Sen-
ator’s actions on the public good—in a
word, I think, its effect upon the Senate,
If the Senator takes money from a cor-
poration which consists largely, or almost
entirely, of Lustron’s capital, and the
matter in question is under the jurisdic=
tion of his committee, we are not com-
plaining about the $10,000 or about the
Senator personally, What we are com=
plaining about is the effect upon the
public and the citizens who support the
Government, and their respect for an
institution, the Senate of the United
States. If Members of the Senate go
about shaking down corporations de-
pendent on governmental operations
and organizations—or, as in this in-
stance, a borrower from the RFC—
that is important. No one cares what
happened to the money in the pocket
of the individual. Personal corrup-
tion on the part of Bingham was
denied. But when there is involved
the defense of a man, a lobbyist—and
people came to know that; it was known
outside the committee—that fact casts
a reflection upon the integrity of the
whole processes of legislation. It makes
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the people suspect the honesty and in-
tegrity of the very proecesses of writing
legislation. That is what the Senator
from Georgia meant when he said what
I read.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from Indiana for a question.

Mr. JENNER. I was not present on
the floor when the Senator made his
statement; but, as I understand, the
Senator contemplates filing a new peti-
tion of censure, with a bill of particulars.
Although I was not on the floor, I under-
stand the Senator stated that the $10,000
referred to as having been received from
the Lustron Corp. was sufficient ground
for that action. Am I correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I dislike to bore
the Senate by repeating what I just said.
The Senator is not correct. At the end
of my remarks I intend to offer perfect-
ing amendments to the resolution of cen-
sure, in an effort to meet the complaints
or suggestions made last evening by the
two Senators from Oregon. I personally
feel that in this case we are quite justi-
fied in taking judicial notice of a great
many factors, many of which involve oc-
currences on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall also offer
an amendment relative to a statement
made on the floor of the Senate. When
a Member of the Senate makes a state-
ment on the floor of the Senate, and it
is published in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp, if we cannot take judicial notice of
it, I do not know how the Senate can
act on anything. Must the Senate ap-
point a committee to examine into state-
ments made on the floor of the Senate
before we can pass judgment on whether
or not such statements are becoming to
a Senator, and whether they represent
proper conduct on the part of a person
who is worthy of being a Member of this
body?

Mr. JENNER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield? .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
tion. :

Mr. JENNER. May I ask the Senator
whether that allegation arose as a result
of the Benton-McCarthy hearings?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is in the report.
As I mentioned a moment ago, a report
was filed by the subcommittee, headed
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN=
~inGs], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavypeEn]l, and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] joined in it.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. Zresident, I should
like permission to correct the REcorp,
if the Senator will yield. The report
was never filed with the Committee on
Rules and Administration. The yeport
was one made by the subcommittee, and
was handled by it entirely. The matter
was never reported to the full Committee
on Rules and Administration.

If the Senator from Arkansas will be
kind enough to yield, I think we can
clarify some misunderstandings.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
do not wish to yield the floor.

Mr. JENNER. I do not wish the Sen-
ator from Arkansas to yield the floor,
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but inasmuch as the discussion is pro-
ceeding along this line, I think it would

?e helpful for me to bring out certain
acts.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I correctly un-
derstood the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Henprickson] and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Henwninesl, two
members of the subcommittee—I some-
times wonder whether we use words any
more which mean the same thing—have
said that report was filed with the full
committee.

Mr. JENNER. I am chairman of the
committee and I have never received the
report. I do not know where it is, if it
has been filed. The report has not been
filed with the Senate committee; it has
not been filed with me; it has not been
filed with the Senate. I think the Sen-
ate should have the facts.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. My impression is
that it was filed with the committee be-
fore the Senator from Indiana became
chairman of the committee. I believe
that is correct.

Mr. JENNER. Will the Senator yield
so that I may clarify this matter?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps the Sena-
tor from Indiana has refused to admit
the existence of the report; I do not
know.

Mr. JENNER. No; but I should like
to explain this matter. I think it is only
proper that I do so,

I do not wish the Senator from Ar-
kansas to lose the floor. I think it will
take me only 3 or 4 minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from Indiana for 4 min-
utes and no longer, to permit him to
clarify this situation, but with the un-
derstanding that at the conclusion of the
; minutes I shall continue to have the

oor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JENNER. I shall have to cut my
presentation down somewhat in order
to finish within that time. I hope the
time used in making that statement will
not be charged to the 4 minutes allowed
me. -

Senate Resolution 187 was submitted
August 6, 1951, by Senator Benton, of
Connecticut, calling for an investigation
to determine whether expulsion proceed-
ings should be instituted against the
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCaARTHY].

Senate Resolution 304 was submitted
April 10, 1952, by the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY] call-
ing for an investigation of Senator Ben-
ton.

On July 3, 1952, the junior Senator
from Wisconsin testified before the
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions, of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, in support of Senate
Resolution 304, which pertained to
charges made against the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin by Senator Ben-
ton.

A review of the printed hearings be-
fore the subcommittee, in regard to
Senate Resolution 187, does not reveal
that the junior Senator from Wisconsin
testified as to charges made by Senator
Benton.
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The committee print of the hearings
is marked “Part I,” which would indi=
cate there is a part 2 of such hearings.
However, apparently there is no part
2 of the printed hearings; but there is
a transcript of the testimony of the jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin relative to
Senate Resolution 304, and Senator Ben-
ton's answer to the charges made by the
junior Senator from Wisconsin. For
some reason, this testimony was not
printed, although the hearing was held
July 3, 1952, which was almost 4 months
before the November 2, 1952, election.

Why was part 2 not printed? Why
did it not accompany the official report?
A review of the committee print report
concerning the investigation of Senators
McCartHY and Benton, pursuant to Sen-
ate Resolution 187 and Senate Resolu-
tion 304, does not reveal that the junior
Senator from Wisconsin testified in an-
swer to Senator Benton’s charges con=-
tained in Senate Resolution 187, but
does mention that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin appeared and testified
at public hearings and amplified the
charges set forth in Senate Resolution
304.

However, the report which we are now
talking about does not give any of the
text of the testimony of the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin against Senator
Benton, notwithstanding the fact that
the transcript of the testimony of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin concern-
ing Senator Benton runs from page 3
to page 213.

This report is entitled “Investigations
of Senators JosepH R. MCCarTHY and
William Benton, Pursuant to Senate
Resolution 187 and Senate Resolution
304. Report of the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections, to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.”

That is a quotation from the report.

The total guantity printed of the con-
fidential committee print of the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections to
the Senate Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, concerning Senators Mc-~
CarTHY and Benton, was 2,480 copies.
One thousand copies were ordered by
requisition signed by the Secretary of
the Senate, Leslie F. Biffle, Requisition
No. 3422, Jacket No. 236027. One thou-
sand four hundred and eighty copies
were printed pursuant to the Joint Com=
mittee on Printing requisition signed by
James L. Harrison, providing for the full
statutory $700 limit. Requisition No.
13, erroneously dated January 2, 1952,
should have been dated January 2, 1953,
The order was placed on December 23,
1952, and was delivered on January 2,
1953, to the room of the Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections.

When the Committee on Rules and
Administration was organized on Janu-
ary 16, 1953, with myself as chairman,
only 3 copies of the report were to be
found in the committee rooms, out of the
original 2,480. No distribution record
could be found, although it is believed
that each Senator received one copy.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Indiana has expired.

Mr. JENNER. Will the Senator from
Arkansas permit me to finish? I shall
need only another minute or two, and
then we shall have the complete record.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am unable to see
the relevancy so far of what the Senator
has said.

Mr. JENNER. I wish to state the basic
facts concerning this report.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I call attention to
the fact that the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration who
signed this report was the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Haypen]. It is incon-
ceivable to me he could make a report
and sign it as chairman and not receive
it.

Mr. JENNER. Will the Senator from
Arkansas yield one more minute to me
for this purpose?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Very well; T will
yield for another minute, but I do not
see the relevancy, if the Senator from
Indiana is criticizing the former com-
mittee.

Mr. JENNER. The report does mnot
show that it was ever submitted to the
full committee or the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections, or that any ac-
tion was ever taken on it by the full
committee.

The Democrats held a majority in the
Committee on Rules and Administration
until January 7, 1953. Up to that time,
opportunity existed for action on the re-
port, while the committee was under
Democratic control.

According to hearsay, the full com-
mittee did not discuss the report at any
of its meetings. The report reveals that
a thorough investigation of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin was conducted.
Even a mail cover was placed on him
and several others. I have an attached
memorandum of what this mail cover
did. That is an incredible procedure, a
mail cover.

In this connection I desire to present
a letter dated October 13, 1953, from the
Honorable Herbert Brownell, Attorney
General of the United States.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At this time I yield
no further to the Senator from Indiana.

I yield now to the Senator from New
Jersey, to permit him to respond to that,
inasmuch as he has been seeking recog-
nition.

Mr. JENNER. Very well.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
the Senator from Indiana is entirely cor-
rect with respect to the meetings of the
full committee. After the report was
completed there never was another meet-
ing of the full committee during that
session.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. During that ses-
sion.

Mr. JENNER. That committee was
in existence until January 7, 1953. I
did not become chairman until January
16, 1953.

Let me read the letter I received from
the Aftforney General of the United
States:

In accordance with Senator Henwines' ref-
erence, the report has been carefully re-
viewed by the Criminal Division of the De-
partment of Justice as to possible offenses
within the Department of Justice jurisdic-
tion. The report fails to show the com-
mission of any such offense. The subcom-
mittee spent a great deal of time, effort, and
money in its investigations made prior ta
the preparation of the report, and there is
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no reason to believe that new evidence would
be forthcoming from further investigations.

If T had time I could go on to clarify
this whole matter, but I believe I have
presented sufficient information to per-
mit the Senate to understand what oc-
curred.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas
for yielding.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
should like to make 1 or 2 comments
about this matter.

The Senator from Indiana is under a
complete misapprehension, if I correctly
understand this matter, that the only
basis for criticism of the conduet of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin is pos-
sible violation of a statute or a crim-
inal act. Much of the evil of this world
comes not from violation of eriminal law
but from offenses which in no way vio-
late manmade law, such as lying. It is
not generally an offense to lie about one’s
neighbors or to bear false witness, except:
that it violates the Ten Commandments:
but I do not think it is anything for
which the Department of Justice would
prosecute anybody.

In this case I do not think it is allezed
that the taking of $10,000 violates a
criminal statute. It may or may not
violate a statute, but that is irrelevant
and immaterial for the present purpose.

The question is whether or not it is
becoming a Senator who was in the par-
ticular position the junior Senator from
Wisconsin then was in—namely, vice
chairman of the Subcommittee on Hous-
ing—to accept that much money from
a corporation which was engaged exclu-
sively in housing activities, and which
ended up owing the Government $37
million.

I think the facts as shown by this
committee report will indicate a very
substantial loan was made just about
that time.

Now, these are facts stated by the
committee. I do not know whether we
wish to go behind the committee’s in-
vestigation. In 1929 the Senate did not
wish to go behind the committee report.
The Senate did not question the validity
of the committee report.

If the Senate wishes to question the
honesty of the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from Missourl
[Mr. HENNINGS], and the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] for al-
legedly pulling the wool over Senators’
eyes by saying that it is not a bona
fide report, it can do so. I will leave
that decision up to the Senate. That
is the kind of judgment which the Sen-
ate is supposed to make in cases like this.
That is the very function for which we
are sitting, It is for us to pass judg-
ment on that very question.

If the Senate has no confidence in the
subcommittee, it can throw out the re-
port. The Senate can reject the reso-
lution of censure for any reason, good,
bad, or indifferent, but that is one of the
factors.

I am only saying that, in offering this
amendment, based upon the committee
report, I think I am bringing the case
absolutely within the principal prece-
dent for such action by the Senate.

If we have progressed so far in this
great new atomic era that it no longer
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matters what individual Senators do,
that is unfortunate. The Senate can
reach such a judgment.

The Senate is quite capable, and it
has the power, if it wishes to do so,
of approving the conduct of Senators,
which makes it good, legal, and proper.

So far as the resolution of censure is
concerned, I am only trying to tell Sen-
ators what the Senate did, and I am
trying to bring the present case within
the precedents. If Senators do not think
the specific actions whieh I shall outline
are unbecoming a Senator, it is within
their power and right to say so. All we
wish is to have the Senate to speak.

We would like to know, and I think the
country would like to know, just what
conduct is expected of Senators and of
the Senate itself. I think it may be
proper before I conclude to make 1 or 2
observations on the point of the pro-
priety of the Senate itself passing upon
this type of question instead of referring
it to a committee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon for a question.

Mr. MORSE. I ask the Senator to
yield only for the purpose of making a
brief announcement of intention, and
with the understanding that the Sen-
ator shall not lose his right to the floor;
and with the further understanding that
I shall not occupy more than half a
minute.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, that I may yield
under those conditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
been working since last night on a bill
of particulars to be offered as an amend-
ment to the resolution of the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smita] or to be
offered, if the parliamentary situation
which develops so requires, as an inde-
pendent resolution. I shall be governed
by developments in the Senate. The bill
of particulars is now in course of prepa-
ration. I shall have it ready so that it
can be offered on Monday. It can be
printed and ordered to lie on the table
until Monday. I assume we shall still be
discussing this resolution on Monday.
I wanted Senators to know of my inten-
tion. The bill of particulars which I am
preparing is a memorandum which car-
ries out the procedural principle in be-
half of which I spoke last night.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I may say to the
Senator from Oregon that before he
entered the Chamber I also had pre-
pared, and had ready to offer, amend-
ments to the pending resolution.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator will
permit me to finish one sentence, I shall
be glad to yield.

I disagreed with the argument which
the Senator from Oregon made last
night, if I correctly recall his argument,
which surprised me very greatly, I may
say, for the reason that the Senator
sought a delay on the part of the Sen-
ate and reference to a committee in
order, in some way, to force action by
requiring the committee to report back.
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In all deference to the Senator from
Oregon, I submit that, at this stage in
the session, if we are to reach a vote
on any action at all, I certainly would
oppose that proposal. If it were early
in the session, I think such a course
might be quite appropriate, but in view
of the precedents which I have just
cited, and in view of the fact that not
only have hearings been held by the
committee I mentioned, but several
hearings have been held by the com-
mittee which the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. McCarTHY] himself heads, in
my opinion, it is not appropriate.

I do not know whether or not Sen-
ators wish to question the integrity of
the other committee. Apparently the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER]
does. But some of the specifications
or the bill of particulars, I shall base
upon the printed record of the commit-
tee headed by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin. So I see no need whatever
for reference to a committee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I assume that at
least the minority members of the so-
called Army-McCarthy special subcom-
mittee will be in a position to report
very soon. I shall welcome such report.
On the other hand, I would not advise
delay beyond the end of this session
before the Senate receives such a report.

For my own benefit I followed those
hearings more closely, I think, than did
most Senators. I read the newspapers
every day, and I saw the televised hear-
ings, as did many others. There are
many incidents with respect to which I
do not believe the subcommittee is in any
better position to judge than Iam. Isaw
such incidents with my own eyes, and if
I were told something contrary to what
I saw I do not think I would be inclined
to believe it. I do not need a committee
report with respect to any incidents
which occurred before my eyes in those
hearings. I am quite prepared to justify
my view and my judgment on the basis
of what I personally observed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT.
tion only.

Mr. MORSE. With the understand-
ing that the Senator does not lose his
right to the floor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I regret that I
cannot yield in that way. The Senator
made his speech last night. I shall yield
the floor very soon. I am trying to make
a somewhat consistent presentation of
what happened in connection with the
only recent precedent in the Senate.

I yield for a question only.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator yields for
a guestion, and I think I can accomplish
my purpose by asking a question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It must be a brief
one, because I must get on with my own
remarks.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will
desist.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas has the floor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
do not wish to be discourteous to the
Senator from Oregon, but I am trying to
describe what I consider to be a technical

I yield for a ques-
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subject. I do not blame the people for
not reading all the references in the
REecorp to the case of Senator Bingham.
It has required a good deal of trouble to
look up the references. Many other Sen-
ators are much busier than I am at this
time of the year, inasmuch as I am not
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. So I believe I will defer certain
further observations until the conclusion
of my remarks.

I wish to get on with this discussion
before I lose the thread of what hap-
pened in the Bingham case, because I
think it is very important. I was reading
the remarks of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GEORGE].

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, at this point in my remarks that
the complete statement of the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEorcel be inserted
in the REcorp because I do not wish to
leave any doubt about our knowledge
of everything that he said. The state-
ment is not very long; it is less than
one column.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I object;
I think it ought to be read.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am quite will-
ing, if the Senator is interested, to read
the entire statement.

Mr. LANGER. Iam interested in what
the Senator from Georgia said.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is very
informative. I am very proud of what
the Senator from Georgia said; and the
Senate ought to be proud of what he said
and what he did in that case. Con-
tinuing his statement:

I regret that this resolution is framed
exactly in the way that it is framed, because
it is subject to some misinterpretation—not,
perhaps, by those who give it careful study,
but the public may read into it some im-
plications that ought not to be read into it.

Mr. President, my interpretation of the
resolution is this, and with this understand-
ing I shall vote against the substitute—

By way of explanation, I may say that
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot]
had offered a substitute, which was prac-
tically innocuous—it was just against
sin—and I shall read it in a moment
That is what was referred to—

because I regard that as meaningless, some-
thing like the poetry at the head of one of
Kipling's chapters, it has not anything to
do with the real issue that has been raised
here by an act which cannot be regarded or
passed over as purely private, but which has
in it a public significance and carries with
it certain public signifiance. This is my
interpretation of the resolution, and upon
this interpretation I shall vote against the
substitute and I shall vote for the resolution
offered by the Senator from Nebraska. I
express the hope now that he may modify
the language, but I shall not formally offer
this statement as a substitute for his resolu-
tion for obvious reasons.

Resolved, That the action of the Senator
from Connecticut in placing Charles L.
Eyanson, then an officer in the Manufac-
turers’ Association of Connecticut, upon the
official rolls of the Senate in the circum-
stances set forth in the report of the sub-
committee of the Committee on the Judi-
clary (Rept., No, 43), thereby enabling the
said Eyanson to enter the secret executive
sessions of the majority members of the
Finance Committee during their consider-
ation of the tariff bill (H. R. 2667), etc.,
tends to weaken public confidence in the
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processes of Government, is contrary to the
public morals and the public interest, and
is condemned.

Mr. President, no private morals are here
attacked; there is no assault upon the in-
tent or the purpose of anyone, but we are
concerning ourselves, as only we may be
rightfully concerned, I think, with public
morals, with the public interest, the quality
of official conduct and act, the manner in
which that conduct or that act affects the
public welfare.

I submit that is a very excellent state-
ment of what is concerned and involved
in this matter, too.

I interpret the Senator’'s resolution to
mean this, that it is lifted above possible
criticism of the personal conduct or act of
the Senator from Connecticut, and so in-
terpreting that resolution, I shall vote for
the resolution offered by the Senator from
Nebraska.

That is the complete statement, ver-
batim, as I said, on page 1526 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. There are a few
other statements I should like to get
into the REcorp. First, I think for the
REecorp it would be well for me to read
exactly what Senator Norris offered. I
read from page 5115:

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S.
Res. 1468), submitted by Mr. Norris on the
first instant—

That is the 1st of November—

as follows:

“Resolved, That the action of the Senator
from Connecticut, Mr, Bingham, in placing
Mr. Charles L. Eyanson upon the official
rolls of the Senate at the time and in the
manner set forth in the report of the sub-
committee of the Committee on the Judi-
clary (Rept. No. 43, 71st Cong., 1st sess.),
is contrary to good morals and sen-
atorial ethics, and tends to bring the Sen-
ate into dishonor and disrepute, and such
conduct is hereby condemned.”

I submit the wording of that resolu-
tion is more severe than the one we have
before us today.

Contrary to good morals and senatorial
ethics—

They still thought about senatorial
ethics back in 1929—

and tends to bring the Senate into dishonor
and disrepute, and such conduct is hereby
condemned.

Senator Bingham made one of the first
speeches in his own defense. In effect he
did not deny the facts, but he denied
very vigorously that he had done any-
thing wrong. He denied that it had the
public effect that the Senator from Geor-
gia so well set forth.

The next interesting point I think is
the substitute that was offered by Sena-
tor Smoot, of Utah:

The CHier CLERK. The Senator proposes as
a substitute for Senate Resolution 146 the
the following:

“Resolved, That the Senate disapprove the
employment as a clerk to a Senator or com-
mittee of the Senate, of any person who at
any time during his service as such clerk
has been or is employed by any individual,
partnership, corporation, or assoclation en-
gaged in the manufacture, production, or
importation of articles affected by tariff
legislation, or by any association or group
of such manufacturers, producers, or im-
porters.”

That is the one which was voted down.
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1t is the one which was voted down.
That is the one that the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] referred to.

I want to read one or two very short
statements. Senator GILLETTE said, on
the next page, relative to this discussion:

Mr. GILLETTE. I T and admit the
difference, Mr. President. I admitted at the
outset, I admit the entire impropriety of
what was done; but what I claim is that
the Senator from Connecticut did not appre-
ciate it, and did not do it for the purpose
of furthering those particular interests, and
that he did not believe that the individual he
employed in the committee room was there to
give away any of the secrets of the com-
mittee or in any way to do more than to give
him the facts in the case.

They made the point that, well, he was
not personally morally corrupt. That is
what the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Greorce] was talking about. He said that
is not what the issue is. Although the
Senator felt in his mind that his motives
were completely free of fraud, the fact
remains that he did commit an act which
reflected upon the integrity and honesty
of the procedures in the writing of a
tariff bill, and therefore it should be con-
demned. He was not sentenced to death.
He was not subjected to a criminal trial,
which was apparently what the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corpon| must
have had in mind when he spoke last
evening, when he was so concerned about
a day in court, and all that. Senator
GILLETTE was simply condemning con-
duct as unworthy of a Senator.

Senator Norris said:

Even if it be true—

Referring to the Gillette statement—

assuming the Senator from Connecticut has
no conception of senatorial ethics or sena-
torial honor and that he does these things
without thinking they are wrong, is it not
time, if that be true, that the Senate should
take some action to let him as well as the
country know that we think it is wrong?

I submit that is a very appropriate ob-
servation about this case and about some
of the words in defense that have been
uttered here,

The statement of Senator Norris, of
Nebraska, on page 5116, continues:

Even if that be true, assuming that the
Senator from Connecticut has no concep-
tion * * * s it not time * * * that the
Benate should take some action to let him

as well as the country know that we think it
is wrong?

I submit it is time we let the country
know that we do not approve of some
of the things that have been said on the
floor of the Senate about some of the
outstanding citizens of this country, and
a few other things, such as I mentioned,
with regard to the acceptance of large
fees from companies that one might say
are under the domination of particular
committees of this Congress.

From page 5119 of the Recorp I should
like to read 2 or 3 sentences on this mat-
ter. I believe Senator Norris, who was
the sponsor of the resolution, understood
the situation quite well. Referring to a
remark made by Senator GILLETTE, he
said:

I think that the Senator from Massachu-
setts does not yet comprehend the real issue
before the Senate, at least as I see it. This
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is not a question of the vindication of the
Benator from Connecticut or of his con-
demnation. It is & question of the honor
of this body. It is a question as to whether
the Senate is going to approve certain actions
taken by some of its Members or one of its
Members, and because it happens to be the
Senator from Connecticut does not make it
a personal matter by any means.

I particularly invite the attention of
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]
to that statement. Last night he vigor-
ously asserted that the resolution of cen-
sure is purely a personal matter be-
tween the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
FrLanDERs] and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. MCCARTHY ],

Continuing the quotation from Senator
NORRIS.

I assure the Senator from Massachusetts,
and I hope 1 may be believed by all of my
fellow Senators, that in the introduction of
the resolution I had no personal feeling
whatsoever.

He continued:

However, I have no personal ill will in
taking it. I want to preserve the honor and
the dignity of this body before the people
of our country; I think unless we take some
action we cannot preserve that honor and
that dignity, and we shall be held in dis-
repute if we permit things that have ad-
mittedly been done in this case to go un-
censured and uncondemned. * * *

Mr. President, the speech of the Senator
from Massachusetts, taking it as a whole,
was an apology for the action of the Senator
from Connecticut. Some parts of it seemed
to condemn the Senator from Connecticut
worse than I condemn him; but the speech
was apologetic all the way through; it was
an apology; and yet the Senator from Con-
necticut will not make any apology. He says,
“No, what I did was right; I am not apolo-
gizing for it.” I can hardly appreciate how
the Senator from Connecticut must feel when
his own friends are going to vote in his favor
with the apology that the Senator from
Massachusetts makes in his behalf. I think
if I were the Benator from Connecticut, I
had rather take the condemnation, however
severe it might be, than to be rescued by
friends in the apolcogetic manner suggested
by the Senator from Massachusetts.

To give a little variety by quoting a
different Senator, on page 5121, Mr, Pitt-
man had this to say:

The Senator must keep in mind all the
time, as I have urged the Senator from Con-
necticut to do, that this resolution was not
drawn as a personal resolution. It does not
charge the Senator himself with being im-
moral. It charges this conduct as reported,
and standing undisputed, the conduct itself,
as contrary to good morals; and I think it is.

I pass on to the statement of Senator
Edge, of New Jersey. The first Smoot
amendment was voted down. The yeas
were 32, the nays were 44. I did not
analyze that vote to see how many Re-
publicans and Democrats were on each
side. I assume there was a similar
division, but the vote which I men-
tioned a moment ago was the vote on
final passage of the resolution.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, without losing his
right to the floor, in order that I may
make a brief announcement to the
Senate?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield for that
purpose.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Inquiry has been
made of the majority leader regard-
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ing the program for the remainder of
the afternoon. I had previously stated
that the Senate would not remain in
session after 7 o'clock, but it is not our
intention to come to a vote this after-
noon on any of these resolutions or
proposed amendments or substitutes. I
hope the Senators will remain in at-
tendance in the Senate Chamber to
participate in and listen to the discus-
sion, but when the discussion has run
its normal course I shall be prepared
to move to recess the Senate until 12
o’clock noon on Monday next. I wanted
to make that statement because I had
no intention of bringing to a vote any
of the amendments or substitutes that
have been offered at this time, In the
interest of orderly procedure I feel that
it is of importance that Senators have
an opportunity to reflect and rest over
the weekend, and when matters are not
under quite so much tension, to reach
a determination as to the proper course
of action of the Senate. For that rea-
son; I do not intend to press for any
vote this afternoon.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I reassure the
Senator that I do not intend to read all
the material before me on my desk. I
am almost through with this REecorb.
I wish to make one or two further com-
ments, and then I shall conclude very
briefly.

I think this case is worthy of so much
attention because it is an unusual action.
As I have stated, the next preceding
case of censure was in 1902. There have
been only 2 such cases in the past 54
years. I believe it is necessary to go back
from 1902 to Revolutionary days to find
another such censure resolution. So ac-
tually there have been only 2 such cases
in more than 100 years.

So the case to which I have referred
is our last precedent. I think certainly
the older Members of the Senate know
how important it is. When our very
able predecessors have given such great
thought to these matters, I do not know
of anything more important in the con-
sideration of the present than a thor=
ough understanding of what was said
and done in the last previous action of
a similar kind taken by this body.

After the defeat of Senator Smoot’'s
substitute, Senator Edge, of New Jersey,
offered this substitute:

Resolved, That the action of the Senator
from Connecticut, Mr. Bingham, in placing
Mr, Charles L. Eyanson upon the official roll
of the Senate at the time and in the manner
set forth in the report of the subcommittee
of the Committee on the Judiciary * * * is
contrary to senatorial ethics and tends to
bring the Senate into disrepute, and such
conduct is hereby disapproved; be it further

Resolved, That in the presentation of this
resolution it is not intended to in any way
impugn the motives of the Senator from
Ggltlnecticut as being lmproper or dishonor=
able.

That amendment, with very little de-
bate, was voted down 34 to 43.

The debate continued on the Norris
resolution. I wish to read 1 or 2 further
excerpts from statements by various
Senators, to give the Senate a taste of
the sort of things Senators were saying
?‘nd thinking on this subject at that
ime.
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Senator Dill—whose name is well
known to all of us—commented on page
5130. I shall not read the entire state-
ment. That is not necessary. But I be-
lieve these comments are significant.

I said some days ago outside the Senate
what I now say on the floor of the Senate—
that I believe that the action of the Senator
from Connecticut should cause him to be
removed from the Finance Committee; and
I seriously considered the advisability of of-
fering an amendment to this resolution pro-
viding for his removal. The Senate has that
power. When I recall, however, that mem-
bers of committee are placed on committees
largely by their own party leaders, it seems
to me that in this situation it is the duty, if
such duty there is, to be performed by the
Republican leaders, particularly the Repub=-
lican leaders on the Finance Committee. So
I decided not to offer such an amendment.

I read that statement because of the
discussion which has taken place with
respect to a previous suggestion by the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] a8
to membership on the committee. Sen-
ator Dill did not call for the censure it-
self. He went on to say:

To me it Is the gravest kind of breach of
public trust, and a still greater breach of
faith in one’s fellow Senators, to place upon
a committee intrusted with the writing of a
tariff law to give special privileges in the
form of tariff taxes a man who is in the em~
ploy of an association whose biggest purpose
at this time is to secure special tariff rates.
But the Senator from Connecticut sees no
offense in such action. As I have said, that
is what makes it so difficult to deal with this
situation,

I submit that Senators of that day
were very sensitive indeed to the honor
of the Senate.

I have already placed in the RECORD
the vote on that resolution.

I submit, Mr. President, that that is a
most appropriate and important prece-
dent for us to follow in the present situ-
ation, and I recommend it to all Sena-
tors who are interested in this subject.
Surely every Member of the Senate
should read that complete debate, be-
cause in a very real sense his own repu-
tation is involved.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that the resolution dealt
with the reputation of a Senator, I hope
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas
will see fit to place in his remarks the
additional comment that the author of
the resolution, the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska, Mr. Norris, accepted an
amendment reading:

While not the result of corrupt motives on
the part of the Senator from Connecticut.

The amendment was offered by Sena-
tor Glenn and Senator Bratton, and was
accepted, on page £129 of the Recorp. It
is found in the final draft of the resolu-
tion as adopted, which the Senator from
Arkansas will find on page 5131 of the
Recorp. I think a very important fea-
ture of the debate is that the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
Norris, accepted the amendment:

While not the result of corrupt motives on
the part of the Senator from Connecticut.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly am
glad to do what the Senator from Flor-
ida suggests. I thought that in the re-
marks of Senator Norris and in the pre-
vious remarks of Senator GEorcg, they
had made it eminently clear, time and
again, that it was not the corrupt mo-
tives of the Senator from Connecticut
which they were passing upon, or that
were even significant, in their view. As
I understand the remarks of the Senator
from Georgia, he was not concerned
about the personal motives of the Sena-
tor from Connecticut. It was the effect
on the public and the reputation of the
Senate in the eyes of the citizens which
concerned him,

Mr. President, I shall ask unanimous
consent to have printed, or I shall read,
if the Senator prefers, the resolution
after it was amended by the acceptance
of a suggestion by the Senator sponsor-
ing the resolution. I read as follows:

Resolved, That the action of the Senator
from Connecticut, Mr. Bingham, in placing
Mr. Charles L. Eyanson upon the official rolls
of the Senate and his use by Senator Bing-
ham at the time and in the manner set forth
in the report of the subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary (Rept. No. 43,
71st Cong., 1st sess.), while not the result
of corrupt motives on the part of the Senator
from Connecticut, is contrary to good morals
and senatorial ethics and tends to bring the
Senate into dishonor and disrepute, and such
conduct is hereby condemned.

There are other remarks also on that
page. I thought the Senate was becom-
ing tired of hearing me read the more
or less repetitious remarks on that point.
I think the previous remarks cover
attitude and interpretation of the Sen-
ator from Georgia, the Senator from
Nebraska, the Senator from Washington,
and other Senators.

I agree with the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp] that the entire debate
would be most interesting, if we had time
to read it now. However, I do not feel
that I am justified in taking more of the
time of the Senate to read that partic-
ular debate.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
before the Senator leaves the record of
debate in 1929, I may say that I have
read that record, and the distinction
between the resolution of Senator Norris,
as it was finally adopted, and the resolu-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcel, who is still with
us, which was not adopted, although it
was offered and read, is the distinction
between personal conduct and what is
good public morals. Is not that the
question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I understand,
what the Senate was concerned with and
was getting at was the condemnation of
actions which were contrary to good
morals and which would result in the
disrepute and dishonor of the Senate.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. The original
resolution reads——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Georgia offered his resolution only as an
interpretation of what he thought the
Norris resolution meant. He did not
formally offer it for action by the Senate.

12913

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The language
of the proposal of the Senator from
Georgia was:

Is contrary to public morals and the public
interest, and is condemned.

The Norris resolution reads:

It contrary to good morals and senatorial
ethics and tends to bring the Senate into
dishonor and disrepute, and such conduct is
hereby condemned.

In other words, the distinction is be-
tween personal conduct which might be
condemned and a public action which
might be condemned because it was
against public morals. Is not that the
distinction?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that is
correct, if I understand the Senator.
What we are concerned with is the effect
on the public. I do not know how bet-
ter to illustrate it.

There is no doubt that the Members
of the Senate are in a very special situa-
tion. If we do things which give the
public the idea that we are corrupt, that
we expect large fees from interested per-
sons, that will cause disillusionment on
the part of the people. It will weaken
the entire fabric of demoecratic society,
and this country will end up in the same
way that Germany or Italy did. Such
a condition will cause the disruption of
our whole system of government. The
faith of the people in their representa-
tives is fundamental to our system. I
think that was what the Senator from
Georgia is trying to get at. He was con-
cerned about the effect of that case on
the public. As he said, it was regrettable
that personalities were involved. He
said two or three times that personali-
ties were involved, which he regretted,
but he could not overlook the fact that
there were public implications, and the
public welfare was involved also. He
felt that it simply would not do for the
people to think that their tariff laws
were being written under conditions
whereby paid lobbyists were invited into
secret meetings, because it would make
the whole operation suspect.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will the Sena-
tor yield for one more question?

Mr., FULBRIGHT. 1 yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
from Vermont, in his resolution, speaks
about the personal conduct of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin.

Does the Senator from Arkansas, hav-
ing brought in the so-called Lustron case
in the report, intend to utilize that in-
cident as an example of poor personal
moral conduct, or does he intend to
itemize that incident as having been
against the public morals, without being
itself poor personal moral conduct?
There is a very good distinetion there,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is very difficult
for me to determine your point. This
resolution is not personal. I think the
Senator is seeking to oversimplify. What
I intend to do is to offer an amendment,
and then to read to the Senate, in sup-
port of the amendment, a statement by
the committee, to which I referred, which
goes far beyond the acceptance of $10,000.
It goes to the surrounding circumstances.
That is what is very significant and is of
a public nature.
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‘As T have said, I have no objection to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin get-
ting or making money under circum=
stances which cast no refliections upon
the Senate or upon him in his capacity
as a Senator.

Any time any one of us does anything
which brings disrepute upon himself as a
Senator, to some extent that disrepute
attaches to the Senate as a whole.

I do not know whether I quite follow
the Senator from Massachusetts. I hope
the Senator will agree with me, after he
has read the report. I d> not know
whether the Senator is familiar with all
the circumstances which are set forth
in the report concerning that particular
incident.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What I am try-
ing to make clear in my own mind, after
listening to the points the Senator has
tried to make, from a reading of the
Bingham case, which I also have read,
is to make a distinction between personal
conduct, and conduct as a Senator which
is against public morals. If the Senator
from Arkansas is trying to make the
latter point, is he trying to implement
it by the Lustron case?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have not the
slightest interest in the personal life of
the junior Senator from Wisconsin—
none whatsoever,

I am trying to make the same point
which the distinguished Senator from
Georgia made. In my feeble way, I have
tried to follow him. That is why I have
read his words. He said what I think we
are trying to do here. That is my inter-
pretation of this particular situation.

I do not know how I ean improve on
the words of the distinguished Senator
from Georgia. I think he did a very fine
job, and it made sense to me.

If the Senator from Massachusetts
cannot understand what the Senator
from Georgia said, I am afraid I cannot
make it any plainer to him.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly; I vield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I can under-
stand what the Senator from Georgia
said. I am ftrying to make up in my
own mind whether it is in the mind of
the Senator from Arkansas to go along
with the Senator from Georgia in the
case, or whether he is going along the
line of the Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
Norris.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought I made
it very clear that I approved most
heartily of the language and the senti-
ments of the Senator from Georgia, and
that I thought his language was a prece-
dent for the present action: that the
reasons he gives so persuasively for vot-
ing for censure in that case apply equally
to the present situation. I was trying
to make that point.

I regret my inability to express my-
self more clearly.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then, does the
Senator feel that the language of the
pending resolution, offered by the Sen-
ator from Vermont, is too personal in
its effect, and that it should be in some
modified form, which would indicate
that it is aimed against acts not in the
public interest, rather than against poor
moral personal conduct as such.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not under-
stand the resolution to be personal.
What does the Senator mean by this be-
ing so much more personal than the
other?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thought the
Senator was trying to draw a distinction
in the Bingham case between what were
good personal morals, and what was in
the best interest of the public or in the
publiec good.

The language in the pending resolu-
tion is:

Resolved, That the conduct of the Senator
from Wisconsin, Mr. McCARTHY, is unbecom-
ing a Member of the United States Senate,
is contrary to senatorial traditions, and
tends to bring the Senate into disrepute,
and such conduct is hereby condemned.

That would seem to me to be personal.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not so read it.
What we are getting at is the Senator’s
actions. Although I have several other
specific proposals I shall offer, it seems
to me it is contrary to senatorial conduct
to accept money under the circumstances
under which it was accepted by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin,

It also seems to me it brings the Senate
into disrepute, without regard to the
Senator's personal enrichment, or what
effect it may have on his standard of liv-
ing, or anything else. What the Sena-
tor did with the money is not important
to me. The committee report sets out
exactly what he did do with the money,
but that is not what I am interested in.
I am interested in the effect on the
publie.

I thought I was trying to present the
same idea presented by the Senator from
Georgia. Perhaps the language could
be strengthened. The language in the
Bingham case was stronger than the
proposed language. I would welcome the
Senator from Massachusetts tightening
the language up by offering an amend-
ment to insert, “contrary to good
morals,” or whatever the language is. I
think it would be a very desirable move,
if the Senator from Massachusetts would
care to do that.

Mr. WELEER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iyield to the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. With respect to the
Lustron matter——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
from Idaho speak a little louder? I
cannot hear him,

Mr. WELKER. I have a sore throat.
I am sorry, but I shall do my best.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
can we have a little order, so we can
hear?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. WELKER. With respect to the
Lustron matter which has been discussed
in the debate, I understand that mat-
ter will be involved in the Senator’s
amendment to the resolution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is one of the
matters involved. .

Mr. WELKER. Does the Senator from
Arkansas feel that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin, by virtue of the fact
that he wrote a book, under a contract,
could have had any influence on the ad-
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ministration which was then headed by
President Truman?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will say to the
Senator from Idaho that I rely upon the
report of the committee on that very
subject, which I shall read in a moment,
on the same theory as that on which the
Senate relied with regard to the report
of the preceding committee. The best
evidence as to the facts mentioned by
the Senator from Idaho is the report
of the committee. The report is the
source of my making this particular
specification, if I may call it that.

Mr. WELKER. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. FULBRIGHT.
tion.

Mr. WELKER. Will the Senator tell
me what the difference is between one
Senator writing a book for veterans
which shows them how to get housing
loans, and so forth, under a contract with
the Lustron Corp., and a Senator
on the opposite side of the aisle, who
served as chairman of a crime investi-
gating committee, writing a quite famous
book, from which, I am informed at least,
he made much more money than did the
junior Senator from Wisconsin. It was
a book about crime in America, and was
published by Doubleday in 1851. I
should like to have that difference clari-
fied.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yield no further, because the Senator is
getting into an argumentative matter.

Mr. WELKER. I do not wish to do
that, I may say to the Senator.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is within the
Senator’s right to discuss the question,
but he should do it on his own time. The
Senator is not asking m2 a question; he
is making a speech, which really goes to
the validity of the report of the Senate
committee. He has a right to do it. I
am not objecting to that. But the Sen-
ator is not asking me a question. I have
already informed the Senator that I rely
upon the report of the committee. I am
not making this up out of thin air, al-
though I remind the Senator that the
particular incident of the $10,000 first
turned up in the investigation of the
RFC by a subcommittee of which I was
chairman. That was the first time the
matter came to public notice. I recall
very distinetly having the president of
the company appear before our commit-
tee, and asking him why the $10,000 was
given, and all about it. As I say, I am
not relying on that incident; I am not
relying on the hearing held at that time.
Perhaps before this matter is completed,
we should look into that. But for the
moment I assume that the statement
contained in the committee report, in
conjunction with the statement in the
Bingham case, is a proper basis for the
charge. That is the point I made.

Mr. WELKER. Iapologize to the Sen-
ator if he thinks I am trying to take up
his time. I am sure the Senator realizes
I would not do that. I was merely ask-
ing the Senator the difference between
those two overt acts. If he does not care
to discuss it perhaps I can take time to
diseuss it later.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am sure the Sen-
ator will discuss it. I do not know that
this is a complete answer at all, but I did

1 yield for a ques-
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not think that the purchaser of the book
written by the Senator from Tennessee
had any connection whatever with the
Government, or that he was in any posi-
tion to favor, intimidate, or in any way
influence officials in the Government. I
assume that transactions in connection
with the sale of the book were at arm'’s
length. My definite impression, from
the committee report, is that that was
not the case with regard to the $10,000
matter. That is one very obvious dif-
ference that occurs to me.

Regarding what the Senator from
Idaho said, although I am not familiar
with the terms of the sale of the book
written by the Senator from Tennessee,
I have heard similar talk, but that trans-
action has not been the subject of a sen-
atorial committee report, and I have no
evidence as to the circumstances of that
sale. If a Senator had sold the book
to the Information Division of the State
Department for $10,000, and he had been
chairman or vice chairman of a com-
mittee which had obtained certain in-
formation because of his control of the
committee, and he had been making
recommendations to increase the salary
of a director of that agency, and if he
was also influential in having appropria-
tions made, it might have been a similar
matter—at least similar to the statement
contained in the report, which I shall
read when I offer the amendment.

Mr. WELKER. Will the Senator be
kind enough to yield for one more ques-
tion?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall yield for a
brief question, because my throat is also
getting sore, and it is high time I yielded
the floor. I am at about that point.

Mr. WELKER. I hope my friend rea-
lizes that I do not wish to delay his very
able presentation. The Senator from
Arkansas is aware of the fact, is he not,
that for a long time I sat on that same
Privileges and Elections Committee, and
I heard the testimony of the gentleman
who founded the Lustron Co.? I have
forgotten his name.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. His name is Carl
Strandlund.

Mr. WELKER. I resigned from that
committee on the ground and for the
reason that I felt it was a political com-
mittee, and I felt the Senate should have
that information.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is certainly
within the right of the Senator. He can
resign from any and all committees, if he
chooses. I do not know of any commit-
tee in the Senate which is not slightly
touched by politics. In fact, I was under
the impression that the Senate is a
political body, and that all of us came
here as a result of political action on
the part of constituents who are citizens
in a political organization. If we are
going to attempt to escape politics in
this body, I think we had better close
up shop.

The question is not whether it is poli-
ties. The question is whether it is good
polities, whether it is in accordance with
accepted traditions and ethical conduct,
largely growing out of the practices and
precepts handed down to us by the
Founding Fathers and many eminent
men since then. That is why I empha=
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size what was done in 1929, I think it
is an excellent example of the highest
sort of conduct on the part of the Sen-
ate. I think the Senate at that time ex-
hibited a very praiseworthy sensitive-
ness to the honor of this body; and I be-
lieve that all of us here are the benefi-
ciaries of the action taken by that group
of men in 1929; and I am very anxious
to have us maintain the honor and pres-
tige of the Senate in as good condition.

Mr. WELKER. I am sorry that I am
not able at this time, because I do not
have the floor, to answer the long dis-
course of the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
do not yield. I beg to remind the Sena-
tor from Idaho that I have the floor and
that I am making my own speech.

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Idaho will have ample time to discuss
this matter when I have completed my
speech.

Mr. WELKER. I hope the Senator
from Arkansas will be on the floor when
I do discuss it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope I shall be
able to. I must admit that I am getting
rather tired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLDWATER in the chair). The Senator
from Arkansas declines to yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, my
concluding remarks, if I may call them
that, relate to a somewhat different
matter, one which I think is of extreme
importance., To me, the way we ap-
proach this whole matter is of the great-
est importance.

I support the resolution of censure of
the junior Senator from Wisconsin, not
because of his personal character, as I
have said, or bscause of his private views
about human affairs. On the contrary,
I support the resolution of censure bhe-
cause of his official degradation of a
power of the Senate, by which he has
gravely injured the United States and
the Senate of the United States.

Here at home, the prestige and posi-
tion of the Senate have been lowered in
the estimation of our people. Abroad,
the power and influence of the United
States, which in large part depend upon
the respect in which we are held, are
greatly weakened by the junior Senator
from Wisconsin, The power he has
abused is a vital power of the Senate,
namely, the power of investigation and
inquiry. This power lies at the very
heart of the Senate’s legislative role.
To weaken it and to bring it into disre-
pute, strike at the heart of the legisla-
tive process and of the power itself.

The investigative power is one which
only the Senate itself can preserve and
protect. It is not a party responsibility.
The Senate alone has that power and
responsibility. Here the courts have no
function. The Executive cannot enter.
Even the Congress as a whole is not
responsible. Each body of the Congress
is responsible, and alone responsible, for
the committees and for the Members who
exercise its power in its name. In the
case of the Senate the whole Senate is
responsible, because the whole Senate is
injured.
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In the words of the Constitution—
article I, section 5: :

Each House may determine the rules of its
proceedings, punish its Members for dis=-
orderly behavior.,

Section 6 of article I of the Constitu-
tion provides, in part, as to the Members
of each House, that for “any speech or
debate in either House they shall not be
questioned in any other place.”

Mr. President, I emphasize the words
“they shall not be questioned in any
other place.”

Mr. President, this provision of the
Constitution iz often said to give Mem-
bers immunity from responsibility, but
this immunity relates solely to the forum
in which they shall be held accountable.

When the Founding Fathers took from
a person who might be libeled from the
floor of the Senate the right to have
recourse in the courts, they did not mean
that the floor of the Senate should be-
come a place where falsehoods could be
told with immunity, They meant to
transfer to the Senate, and to the Sen-
ate alone, the responsibility for what
took place on the floor of the Senate.
This privilege of freedom from account-
ability in any other place has helped
make the Senate the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world. But this privi-
lege, like all other privileges, carries with
it a heavy responsibility—the responsi-
bility of the Senate for the conduct of
its Members on the floor of the Senate.
When Members have violated the canons
of good conduct, have been contemptu-
ous of the traditions of the Senate, the
only place where they can be held ac-
countable is in the Senate itself.
Clearly, Mr. President, the Constitution
contemplates that in cases of this kind,
the Senate as a whole, without regard
to party, must take full responsibility
for judging the conduct of its Members.

Mr. President, the junior Senator from
Wisconsin is an unusual character, with
extraordinary talents. It is necessary
for one to see him in action as chairman
of his committee, to fully appreciate his
talents; they cannot be described ade-
quately by words. Fortunately, many
millions of Americans, including, I as-
sume, all Members of this Senate, have
observed the technique and methods of
the junior Senator from Wisconsin, so
there is no need to attempt a descrip-
tion thereof.

I propose merely to recall to mind
some of the instances of abuse of power
which I believe fully warrant the reso-
lution of censure submitted by the Sena-
tor from Vermont.

Mr. President, the abuses by which the
junior Senator from Wisconsin has de-
graded and brought into disrepute the
great and vital power of the Senate to
investigate are not minor. His abuses
have recalled to the minds of millions
the most abhorrent tyrannies which our
whole system of ordered liberty and bal-
anced power was intended to abolish.

First. He has used the position and
power which this Senate has conferred
upon him, to infringe the rights and lib-
erties of citizens of this Republic, and
he has inflicted grave injury upon them.

The first case I should like to mention
is that of Gen. George C. Marshall. I
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believe that Gen. George C. Marshall is
a great patriot. I think his service to his
country, both in time of war and in time
of peace, has entitled him to the thanks
of the country which he has served with
devotion and ability. I am not alone in
this view. General Eisenhower, on Au-
gust 22, 1952, described General Mar-
shall as one of the patriots of this coun-
try. He went on to say:

If he was not a perfect example of pa-
triotism and a loyal servant of the United
States, I never saw one. I have no patience
with anyone who can find in his record of
service for this country anything to criticize.

Yet on the floor of this Senate, the
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CartHY] sought to identify General Mar-
shall with “a conspiracy so immense and
an infamy so black as to dwarf any pre-
vious venture in the history of man.”

“The object of this conspiracy,” said
the Senator, “was to diminish the United
States in world affairs, to weaken us
militarily, finally fall victim to Soviet
intrigue from within and Russian mili-
tary might from without.”

This attack on General Marshall was
only the forerunner of other attacks on
other American citizens. Nathan M.
Pusey, Gen. Ralph Zwicker, John J. Mc-
Cloy, Struve Hensel, and Charles E.
Bohlen have all had their loyalty im-
pugned, their patriotism attacked, and
their devotion fo this country questioned.

Finally, we have the case of Annie Lee
Moss, who was told—even before she had
been given a chance to take the witness
stand in her own defense—that the
junior Senator from Wisconsin had de-
cided that she was a Communist. She
was told that if she denied the charges
against her, she would be committing
perjury, and that her prosecution would
be recommended.

Having put a Member in a position of
power where he may compel attendance
upon his committee and response to his
inquiry, it is the duty of the Senate to
see that citizens are protected from in-
sulting and offensive attacks by its agent.
The more insignificant and helpless the
citizen, the more compelling is the duty
of the Senate. The Senate is not living
up to this duty if it permits tactics like
those used by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin in the case of Annie Lee Moss
to go unrebuked. I say that regardless
o( whether she may have been affiliated
with the Communists. The procedure
itself was absolutely indefensible, as will
be noted from reading the record I shall
present.

Second. The Senator from Wisconsin
has openly invited and incited employees
of the Government to violate the law
and their oaths of office. I think the
legal position has been well stated by
the chief law official of the Eisenhower
administration, Attorney General Brow-
nell. This is what he has said:

Anyone who attempts to put himself above
the law and invite Government employees
to turn over classified Information relating
to our national security, in violation of stat-
ute and Presidential order, is tragically mis-
taken If he belleves he is helping to protect
our Nation's safety. * * *

L] L - L] -

Nothing pleases the Communists more
thian to create division among the people
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on matters of national security, Impair
constitutional government, and encourage
disobedience to the law.
- Ed - - L]
The eardinal precept upon which the Con-
stitution safeguards personal liberty is that
this shall be a Government of laws.

I think there is no doubt that if a
member of the executive branch called
on the Members of the Senate, or upon
the employees of the Senate, to violate
their oaths of office, all of us would agree
that the member of the executive branch
responsible should be disciplined, pun-
ished, or perhaps even dismissed. Our
Constitution is based on the assumption
that there are three separate branches
of the Government, each equal in im-
portance. We of the legislative branch
cannot, therefore, be any more tolerant
of a request by a member of the legis-
lative branch that members of the exec-
utive branch break their caths of office,
than we should be if the situation were
reversed.

Third. The Senator from Wisconsin
has virtually paralyzed the Voice of
America and the overseas libraries by his
reckless investigations. I would like to
read you excerpts from an official report
of the United States Advisory Commis-
sion on Information which has been
signed by Erwin D. Canham, editor of
the Christian Science Monitor; Philip D.
Reed, chairman of the board of the Gen-
eral Electric Co.; Ben Hibbs, editor of the
Saturday Evening Post, and Justin Mil-
ler, chairman of the board of the Na-
tional Association of Radio and Tele-
vision Broadcasters:

The wide and unfavorable publicity that
resulted from one of the congressional in-
vestigations gave the agency such a bad
name that professionally competent per-
sons were reluctant to accept employment
in it. * * * It Is not too much to say that
the desirable results sought through the ac-
tivities of the information agency are large-
ly offset if not destroyed, by this constant
counter-barrage which is so generously dis-
tributed to the peoples of the world.

The Voice of America and the United
States Information Service is one of the
most important weapons in the arsenal
of the free world in combating the evil
forces of Communist aggression. I may
say, the Senate has approved sums up
to or in the neighborhood of $75 million
a year to try to make that information
service effective. These gentlemen have
told us that the attacks on the United
States Information Service has reduced
the Voice of America to impotence, that
they have deprived the United States of
this key weapon in its fight against So-
viet aggression. Had a member of the
executive branch of the Government
been responsible for destroying the ef-
fectiveness of the Voice of America, such
official should be impeached and certain-
ly consured.

There is no question who is responsible
for the attack on the Voice of America
which has produced the result so clear-
ly portrayed by the report of Mr. Can-
ham and his colleagues. This is the re-
sponsibility of the junior Senator from
Wisconsin., As Members of the Senate,
we have a responsibility for the same
censure that we should expect of the
executive branch if a member of the
executive were guilty of similar action.

July 31

Fourth. Mr. President, the ability. of
the Senate of the United States to func-
tion effectively is indispensable to the
preservation of our democratic system.
The tradition of this body requires that
the Members treat one another with mu-
tual respect and consideration. This
body can function properly only if its
Members treat one another with mutual
respect and consideration. Represent-
ing 48 sovereign States of a great Fed-
eral system with sharp diversity in re-
ligious, economic, cultural, and racial
characteristics, it is not easy to restrain
within reasonable bounds the conflicting
gpinions and personalities of the Mem-

ers.

By his personal attacks upon fellow
Senators and apparent attempts at in-
timidation, the junior Senator from Wis-
consin has enhanced the differences
among us, impeded the work of the Sen-
ate and tended to bring the Senate it-
self into disrepute in the eyes of the
citizens of this country. A few examples
of this kind of offense against the Sen-
ate are as follows:

ATTACKS ON SENATOR MONRONEY

New York Herald Tribune, July 28,
1353; dateline Washington, D. C., July
7

McCarTHY sald today that Senator Mown-
RONEY is “taking over the job of whitewash
and coverup of communism and corruption.”

United Press dispatch, July 27, 1953:

McCARTHY sald MoNRONEY was welcome to
the job of becoming “a megaphone on the
Senate floor” through which “fellow trav-
elers and Communists could spew forth their
smear and character assassination against
anyone hurting the Communist cause.” But
he said MonrONEY used the Senate floor “for
smear and character assassination against
members of our staff who cannot in turn
use the Senate floor to fight back.”

On August 20, 1951, he had this to =say
about the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
HenDprRICKSON] who is certainly one of
the most distinguished and honorable
Members of the Senate, and I may say
that I do not mean by that that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY]
is not one of the most distinguished and
honorable Members in the Senate, for
certainly it is generally recognized that
heis. Ibelieve that everyone who knows
the two Senators is aware of their high
character.

The junior Senator from Wisconsin
said this on that date about the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON] :

How such a man can live is a miracle—no
brains, no guts, no nothing.

(C) ATTACK ON SENATOR FLANDERS

United Press dispatch, June 2, 1954:

The kindest thing I can say about Ralph
is that this may be a result of senility.

From hearings of subcommittee inves-
tigating Army-McCarthy dispute. Mc-
CARTHY:

This is a statement by the Senator from

Vermont. * * * I wonder whether this has
beent a result of senility or viciousness.

New York Times, June 12, 1954; date-
line Washington, D. C,, June 12:
McCarTHY said: “I think they should get a

man with a net and take him [FLANDERS] to
a good quiet place.”
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Attack upon Senator GILLETTE and the
members of his subcommitiee, Senators
HEeNNINGS, HENDRICKSON.

CONGRESSIONAL REcORD, April 8, 1952,
page 3707—letter by Senator McCARTHY
to Senator GILLETTE dated December 19,
1951:

As I have previously stated, you and every
member of your subcommittee who is respon-
sible for spending vast amounts of money to
hire investigators, pay their traveling ex-
penses, etc., on matters not concerned with
elections, is just as dishonest as though he
or she picked the pockets of the taxpayers
and turned the loot over to the Democratic
National Committee,

Fifth. The junior Senator from Wis-
consin has injured the morale of the
Army of the United States during a pe-
riod of national danger. The recent
events growing out of the attacks made
by the junior Senator from Wisconsin on
the Army of the United States are too
fresh in the memory of all of us for it to
be appropriate for me to recount them
here. I would like, however, to recall to
the minds of my colleagues the statement
of the distinguished senior Senator from
Arkansas. Senator McCLELLAN sat
through virtually every minute of these
long hearings and this is what he had to
say at their conclusion:

I am compelled to say in conclusion, Mr.
Chalrman, that the serles of events, actions,
and conduct that precipitated the ugly but
serious charges and countercharges that
made these lengthy and unpleasant public
hearings mandatory, I think, will be recog-
nized and long remembered as one of the
most disgraceful episodes in the history of
our Government.

Simply to say that this series of events is
regrettable is a gross undearstatement. They
are deplorable and unpardonable.

Mr. President, I submit that these de-
plorable and unpardonable events are
but the culmination of a course of con-
duct which imposes upon the Senate
the duty to approve the motion sub-
mitted by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS]. y

Mr. President, I should like to close
with a paragraph from a statement by
one of the leading Catholic prelates in
this country, Bishop Sheil, of Chicago.
It reads as follows—it is very short. I
wish to close, I may say, this part of my
remarks, and then I am going to offer
the amendment.

The paragraph from Bishop Sheil's
statement reads as follows:

But although the church takes no position,
and will not, on such matter of public con-
troversy, the church does take a position on
lies, calumny, the absence of cha.rlty. and
calculated deceit. These things are wrong—
even if they are mlstakanly thought of as
means to a good end. They are morally evil
and to call them good or to act as if they
were permissible under certain -circum-
stances is itself a monstrous perversion of
morality. They are not justified by any
cause—Ileast of all by the cause of anticom-
munism, which should unite rather than
divide all of us in these difficult times,

That quotation is from a speech con-
cerning the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin, which I inserted in the REcorp in its
entirety only a short time ago.

Mr. President, I have completed my
remarks. I now send to the desk certain
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amendments. I intend to submit these
amendments to the resolution.

I wish to propound a parliamentary
inquiry, as to whether it is now in order
to offer my amendment No. 1.

I ask that the amendments be read for
the information of the Senate, and I
wish to offer my amendment No. 1, if
that is now in order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will read the amendments,

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 5, af-
ter the word “condemn”, it is proposed
to strike the period and insert the fol-
lowing:

For the following reasons:

1. The junior Senator from Wisconsin,
while a member of the committee having
Jurisdiction over the affairs of the Lustron
Co., a corporation financed by Government
money, received $10,000 without rendering
services of comparable value.

2. In public hearings, before the Senate
Permanent Investigations Subcommittee, of
which he was chairman, the junior Senator
from Wisconsin strongly implied that Annie
Lee Moss was known to be a member of the
Communist Party, and that if she testified
she would perjure herself, before he had
given her an opportunity to testify in her
own behalf.

3. Although repeatedly invited to testify
by a committee of this Senate headed by
the Senator from Iowa, the junior Senator
fronr Wisconsin denounced the committee
and contemptuously refused to comply with
its request.

4. Without justification the junior Senator
from Wisconsin impugned the loyalty., pa-
triotlsm, and character of Gen. Ralph
Zwicker.

5. The junior Senator from Wisconsin
openly, in a public manner before nation-
wide television, invited and urged employees
of the Government of the United States to
violate the law and their caths of office,

6. The junior Senator from Wisconsin in a
speech on June 14, 1851, without proof or
other justification, made an unwarranted
attack upon Gen. George C. Marshall,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary ingquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is a little diffi-
cult for me to follow just what the Sen-
ator has in mind. Is he offering a series
of amendments, or does he desire to have
the amendments considered en bloc,
covering certain specifications which the
Senator has in mind to be added to the
resolution of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] ?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
after consulting the Parliamentarian, I
understand that it is in order to offer
these amendments seriatim, each one
separately. I now ask that amendment
No. 1, which is the amendment relative
to Lustron, be made the pending ques-
tion.

Mr. ENOWLAND. As I understand
what the Senator has in mind is that
the amendment shall be the pending
question, but the Senator is not now
pressing for a vote on his amendment
No. 1.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; but as soon as
that amendment is disposed of I intend,
if permitted to do so, to offer the next
amendment, offering each amendment in
turn. I should like to have the Senate
express itself on the amendments. If
I may be permitted to do so, since my
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voice is growing weak, although I am
willing to read from this report, I ask
unanimous consent that the clerk be per-
mitted to read it instead. What I de-
sire to have read is not too long, but
I am growing a little hoarse.

I should like to have the clerk read
what is in the report to which I referred
a moment ago, pertaining to my first
amendment.

The VICE FRESIDENT. For the in-
formation of the Senate, the clerk will
read the first amendment,

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 5,
after the word “condemn”, it is proposed
to strike the period and insert the fol-
lowing:

For the following reasons:

1. The junior Senator from Wisconsin,
while a member of the committee having
jurlsdictiou over the affairs of the Lustron
Company, a corporation financed by Govern-
ment money, received 10,000 without render-
ing services of comparable value.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I thank the Chair.

Mr., President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the clerk may be permitted
to read pages 15 to 19 of the committee
report to which I have referred, because
it will be much easier for Senators to
hear him. This is a special section en-
titled “Whether Under the Circumstances
It Was Proper for Senator McCarTHY To
Receive $10,000 From the Lustron Corp.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob=
jection, the clerk may read the report.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, is
that pages 15 to 19 or 15 to 90?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oh, no; it is only
about three and a half pages, I marked
the extent of it.

The gquotation relates to one particular
point. The clerk reads much better than
I can read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
WHETHER UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES IT WAS

PrOPER FOR SENATOR McCarTHY To RECEIVE

$10,000 FrRoMm THE LUsTRON CoORP.

On September 28, 1951, Senator Benton,
in his testimony before the Privileges and
Elections Subcommittee in support of Senate
Resolution 187, raised the question as to the
propriety of Senator MCCARTHY'S receiving a
$10,000 fee from the Lustron Corporation of
Columbus, Ohio, which was being financed by
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.
(See Hearings, pp. 23-28.)

During the 80th Congress, Senator Mc-
CARTHY was & member of the Banking and
Currency Committee, which committee had
jurisdiction over both the RFC and the
Housing Agencies, as well as the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, which committee was also interested
in some of the Lustron operations.

The Lustron prefabricated steel house, en-
dorsed by various veterans and other organ-
izations and sponsored by the Housing
Apgencies in accordance with the Veterans'
Emergency Housing Act of 1946, was ulti-
mately financed by the RFC, over its initial
objection due to the fact that the private
risk capital involved was negligible. A
series of seven loans totaling $37.500,000
were made between June 30, 1947, and
August 29, 1949,

The venture was a failure; RFC instituted
foreclosure on February 14, 1950, and the
loss to the Government will reportedly ex-
ceed $30 million. Incident to a subsequent
inquiry by the Senate Subcommittee on RFC
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it was devoloped that Lustron had been mis-
managed; that frauds had been practiced
upon it; and that excessive salaries were paid
officials, such as E, Merl Young because of
alleged influence. The payment of the
$10,000 Lustron fee to Senator McCARTHY
was also referred to.

During the pertinent period of the Lus-
tron operations, both Lustron and the RFC
were particularly sensitive to the will of the
Congress; Lustron because, aside from an
initial relatively negligible investment, it
was entirely financed by public funds; the
RFC because its authority expired as of June
30, 1947, and the Congress was obliged to
temporarily extend it for 1 year until fur-
ther inquiry was completed, when the life of
the RFC was extended, on June 30, 1948.

On January 14-15, 1948, the Senate Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, at Washington,
hearings pursuant to its investigation of RFC
operations under Senate Resolution 132, and
its inquiry regarding Lustron, developed
through Lustron president, Carl Strandlund,
that he had been advised of his needs for
congressional support of his venture (p. 351),
and that he accordingly did see many Sena-
tors and Congressmen to present the merits
of his project (p. 363).

Senator McCarTHY, a sponsor of the reso-
lution of July 1947 which created the Joint
Committee on Housing, consisting of mem=-
bers of the Banking and Currency Commit-
tees of both the House and the Senate, took
an active part, as vice chairman, in its na-
tionwide hearings on housing conditions,
Upon the completion of the housing inquiry
on March 15, 1948, Senator McCarTHY filed
his own report reflecting his views on hous-
ing and related proposed legislation, and
favored encouragement of mass produced
homes. But particularly commended the
Housing and Home Finance Administration
and recommended that Administrator Foley’s
salary be increased.

Various amendments and additions to the
Housing Act, after numerous proposals, sub-
stitutions, etc., some of which were spon-
sored by Senator McCArTHY, were ultimately
approved by the Senate and were incorpo-
rated into the related housing laws. Sec-
tion 102 of Public Law 801 (August 10, 1948)
authorized the RFC to make loans to pre-
fab manufacturers, aggregating no more than
50 million. This provision gave the RFC
additional funds and authority to make its
third Lustron loans of $7 million on Febru-
ary 14, 1949, as well as the subsequent loans.
The act also provided for an increase in the
galary of the HHFA Administrator.

A few days subsequent to the enactment
of the new Housing Act, Senator McCARTHY
contacted Administrator Foley to request his
assistance for Miss Jean Kerr, of his office,
who was working on a housing manuscript.
The HHFA cooperated and assisted her in
the compilation of data, etc., through De-
cember 1948, (See testlmony of Walter
Moore Royal, Jr., Special Assistant to the
HHFA Director of Information, before the
Privileges and Elections Subcommittee on
May 16, 1952, pp. 203-320.) HHFA Adminis-
trator Foley, in a letter dated February 23,
1951, to Senator MayBank, chairman of the
Senate Committee on Banking and Currency,
outlined in detail the part played by his
agency in the preparation of Senator Me-
CarrTHY's housing booklet, their review and
corrections of three separate drafts.

These subcommittee hearings of May
1952 developed that Senator McCARTHY ap-
proached Strandlund during October of 1948,
setting a price of $10,000 for his housing
manuscript, which was “not in publishable
form,” and that Strandlund agreed to it
without any prior consultation with his pub-
lic relations or executive staff, or notification
to the RFC, and at a time when Lustron had
not completed its machinery and tooling in-
stallation, had a huge backlog of orders,
and had completed only a few sample houses
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for demonstration purposes. (See testimony
of Carl Strandlund, Lorenzo Semple, Thomas
J. O'Sullivan, Maron J. S8imon, and George E,
McConley; pp. 76-86, 109, 141; 188-193; 194
195; 198-199; 205-206; 217-222; 273, 276-2T8,
280-281.)

Lustron’s purchase of the housing article
which Senator MCCARTHY unsuccessfully at-
tempted to sell to other publishers the pre-
vious March and April, was attributed by
him to the fact that Lustron gave him “the
most favorable contract.” (See CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, June 19, 1950, vol. 86, No. 120,
pp. A4764-4771, wherein Senator MCCARTHY
inserted the housing article, his correspond-
ence with several publishers, and his version
of the Lustron phase.)

To appreciate the urgency of the hasty ne-
gotiations with Lustron to obtain a $10,000
fee on November 12, 1948, it is essential that
we consider Senator MCcCCARTHY'S oOverex-
tended debt position at the Appleton State
Bank, which became quite desperate during
September through November of 1948. Al-
though the bank had notified him that it
was essential that his total bank debt of
$72,943.96 be reduced, or his collateral liqui-
dated (see supporting letters, exhibits 49—
50), Senator MCCARTHY did not use the Lus-
tron fee for this purpose but bought stock
with it which he pledged as additional col-
lateral for the loan. The Lustron check for
$10,000, dated November 12, 1948, issued to
“JosePH R. MCCARTHY,” was endorsed in
blank over to Wayne, Hummer & Co., the
Senator's broker (exhibit 55) to purchase
additional stock of the Seaboard Airline
Railroad.

It may or may not be significant that the
Seaboard Airline Rallroad was also financed
by the RFC and at the time indebted to
RFC in excess of $15 million. Our inquiry
developed that during October of 1948, Sena-
tor McCarTHY purchased 1,500 shares of Sea-
board common stock at an average price of
$22 per share; that this railroad had been in
receivership since 1930, came out of reorgani-
zation in 1946 to be operated under a vot-
ing trust arrangement through April 1, 1951,
and that the Lustron $10,000 fee was used
to increase his Seaboard holdings to 1,950
shares. These holdings were pledged by
Senator MCCARTHY to support his Appleton
bank loans. While it is not known whether
Senator MCCARTHY's information with re-
spect to this stock had anything to do with
his position as a United States Senator, it is
interesting to note that Senator McCarthy
suggested speculation in Seaboard stocks to
others. (See letters dated December 16, 1948,
and January 5, March 2, and March 10, 1949,
annexed hereto as exhibits 56-59.)

Our inquiry developed information which
reflected that at the time of Senator Mc-
CArTHY's purchases of Seaboard stock it did
not appear to an “outsider,” or to the unin-
formed, to be either a good investment or
speculation, particularly since no dividends
had been declared since long prior to re-
ceivership in 1930, and, further, because the
common stock was encumbered by the vot-
ing trust agreement.

Although the depreciation of the stock
market had its consequent effect upon his
pledged collateral, and Senator McCarTHY
was obliged to sell 250 shares of Seaboard in
1949 and 19850 at a loss, he resisted the bank’s
suggestion that the balance be liquidated,
and on August 25, 1850 (exhibit 60), advised
the Appleton State Bank that he had checked
with some of the directors (not otherwise
identified), who advised against the sale.
Senator McCarTHY held 1,700 shares until
the RFC had disposed of its Seaboard hold-
ings, and, on September 12, 1851, he sold
1,000 shares for a net profit of $35,614.75.
After liquidating the bank debts of $45,214.40
and a $14,016.31 loan from G. J. Sensenbren-
ner, $1,346.16 was remitted to him. Pursuant
to his request of October 3, 1951 (exhibit 61),
the bank returned the remaining 700 shares
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of Seaboard to Senator McCArTHY on October
5, 1951 (exhibit 62).

Seaboard was quoted recently on the New
York Stock Exchange at $113.

The subcommittee extended to Senator
McCarTHY, on May 7, 1952, the epportunity
to appear at the scheduled open hearings
on Lustron for the purpose of presenting tes-
timony relating to this specific charge, as to
the Lustron fee. He ignored the invitation
but in a sardonic letter dated May 11, 1952
{exhibit 21), he discussed the subcommit-
tee's misfortune in being deprived of its
“star witness."” (The person referred to was
Robert Byers, Columbus, Ohio, builder, who
epparently just prior to the subcommiftee’s
May 1952 hearings had a breakdown.) BSen-
ator McCarTHY stated:

*“If only you had set the hearings 10 days
earlier before the judge committed your star
witness to an institution for the criminally
insane, you would not have been deprived of
this important ink in the chain of evidence.”

It was this same Robert Byers who, under
questioning by Senator McCArTHY, &t a
Joint Committee on Housing hearing at
Washington, D. C., on January 15, 1948 (the
same day Carl Strandlund was testifying be-
fore the SBenate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee as indicated above) recommended a
thorough investigation of Lustron (p. 5, pp.
4912-4913, Joint Committee on Housing, 80th
Cong.). Our inquiry failed to develop any
indication that action was taken on Mr.
Byers’ recommendation. It was also the
same Robert Byers who engaged Senator Mc-
CarTHY on two separate occasions to appear
at promotional dinners at Columbus, Ohio,
for a fee of 500 and expenses in connection
with the Byers housing project (see testi-
mony of Clark Wideman, public relations
counsel for the Byers firm, at subcommittee’s
hearing of May 15, 1952, pp. 258, 260-262).
It would also appear to be the same Robert
Byers to whom Senator McCarTHY referred
on page 5 of his individual report to the
Joint Committee on Housing, as follows:

“The main outstanding example of what
a builder of conventional houses can do was
found in Columbus, Ohio, where very at-
tractive veterans’' houses are being built in
sizable quantities to be sold at approximately
§4,000.”

From such facts the obvious questions
which suggest themselves, particularly in
the absence of any explanation from Senator
MCCARTHY, are:

Are there other instances where Senator
McCARTHY received some consideration from
persons or agencies that he was in a position
to assist or hurt in his official position as a
United States Senator?

How can Senator McCarTHY justify accept-
ance of a $10,000 fee from Lustron, which, in
effect, was a fee being paid out of public
funds, at a time when Lustron's continued
operations and financing depended entirely
upon the RFC, and which agency, in turn,
was dependent upon the Congress and, more
particularly, the Banking and Currency
Committee, of which he was a member, for
its continued authority and operation?

Did Senator McCArTHY take advantage of
Lustron’s sensitive position and its need for
continued Government financing to induce
its president, Carl Strandlund, to pay a fee,
set by him at $10,000, for a manuscript which
was neither finished nor in publishable form,
without any prior consultation with Lus-
tron’s public relations or executive stafl and
without notification to the RFC?

Was there any connection between Senator
McCARTHY's recommendations for Govern-
ment aid to prefab manufacturers and his
subsequent contracts with Lustron, which
culminated in his receiving $10,000 for the
sale of his manuscript?

Was there any relationship between Sen-
ator McCARTHY's position as a member of the
Senate Banking and Currency Committee
and his receipt of confidential Information
relating to the stock of the Seaboard Airlines
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Railroad, which was indebted to the RFC for
sums in excess of $15 million?

Does Senator McCArTHY consider that his
requests for the active assistance of the
HHFA in the preparation of a housing manu-
script, which he intended to sell, after he
had recommended legislation to increase the
salary of its Administrator, to be ethical?

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL MONDAY

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its labors this affer-
noon, it stand in recess until 12 o'clock
noon on Monday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE JUNIOR SENATOR FROM
WISCONSIN

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution of censure (S. Res. 301)
submitted by Mr. FLanpers relative to the
junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCaARTHY 1.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss the nature of this proceeding
and the principles of justice which
should apply. Irefer to the draft of Sen-
ate Resolution 301, introduced last eve-
ning by the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers]. I do not refer to the amend-
ments which have been offered by the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
because I have not had occasion to study
or consider them fully.

In this highly controversial matter,
when one speaks even of the procedure to
be followed, I recognize that he runs the
risk of having his motive impugned and
his sincerity questioned. There are
those who aline themselves with the jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin, who will
infer that in speaking about procedure,
the junior Senator from Texas wishes to
duck or dodge the issue. And then on
the other side, there are those who would
judge the same words as a defense of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin. They
are intended as neither.

I direct my remarks to the fact that
the Senate, here and now, is sitting in a
quasi-judicial capaecity, and that it is
as important to apply the proper rules of
procedure as it is to do anything else
in connection with the consideration of
the resolution.

Many persons have criticized the jun-
ior Senator from Wisconsin for the pro-
cedures he has followed in his commit-
tee. I feel certain that I would be more
likely to criticize those procedures than
anything else spoken of thus far in this
debate. For that reason, I think it
is doubly important that the Senate
should apply the proper rules of pro-
cedure when it considers the charges of
condemnation made against the junior
Senator from Wisconsin. The Senate
should set the right example for com-
mittees to follow.

As a lawyer and a prosecutor ground-
ed in the principles of justice and fair-
ness to the accused, whether he be guilty
or innocent, I eannot sit in silence while
there is the possibility that the Senate
may act on a resolution of censure which
neither specifies charges nor allows for
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the development of evidence in support
of or in defense against the charges.

In this respect, I am in full agreement
with the views as to procedure which
were expressed last night by the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr, CorpoN] and
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel. I congratulate them on their
statements. There is little I can add
except a documentation of some of the
principles to which they referred from
memory.

First, and most important, as I have
indicated, this proceeding is judiecial in
nature, and the general standards of
American justice should be applied as
heretofore in similar proceedings.

A distinguished Senator said on the
floor earlier today, as I understood him,
that upon reflection last evening he
questioned the theory of the Senators
from Oregon that judicial prineciples and
restraints must be followed in this pro-
ceeding, because, after all, the resolution
may be considered simply as an expres-
sion of the sense of the Senate.

There is no basis whatsoever for such
reasoning. If all that the Senate had
under consideration were an expression
of opinion or the sense of the Senate, the
speech of the Senator from Vermont last
evening and the whole proceeding would
be in violation of Senate rule XIX, para-
graph 2, which reads as follows:

No Senator in debate shall, directly or
indirectly, by any form of words impute to
another Senator or to other Senators any
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming
a Senator.

Mr, President, what is the exception to
that rule which permits speeches charg-
ing the junior Senator from Wisconsin
with conduct and motives unbecoming a
Senator? The speeches arz entirely in

order. The resolution is entirely in
order. But why under this rule of the
Senate? What is the exception to the
rule?

The exception is due to a provision of
our Constitution which authorizes the
Senate to defermine its rules and to
punish its Members for misconduct. The
second paragraph of section 5, article I,
of the Constitution reads as follows:

Each House may determine the rules of
its proceedings, punish its Members for dis-
orderly behavior, and, with the concurrence
of two-thirds, expel a Member.

That is the only authority under which
the Senate has the power to consider and
act upon a resolution which would find
a Senator's conduct to be unbecoming
a Member of the Senate, and to censure
and condemn him for such conduet,

Under the constitutional provision
which I have just read, the resolution
introduced by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] would convict and pun-
ish the junior Senator from Wisconsin
if adopted. Therefore, we are engaged
in a proceeding of a judicial nature, one
in which the standards of American jus-
tice should be applied in our procedure.

The word “censure” is defined in Weh-
ster’'s New International Dictionary as
follows:

Judgment, opinion, or sentence: To form
or express a judgment in regard to.
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A footnote under the word “censure”
reads as follows:

“Condemn" is a term of more judicial con-
notation, and implies the pronouncing of an
adverse judgment.

The word “condemn” appears in the
last phrase of the resolution, as follows:
“and such conduct is hereby condemned.”

‘We turn to the word “condemn” in the
dictionary, and we find the following
definition:

To pronounce to be wrong; to declare the
guilt of * * * to make manifest the faults
of; to convict of guilt; to pronounce a judi-
cial sentence against; to sentence to punish-
ment; to pronounce or find guity; to convict.

That is exactly what the pending reso-
lution, or any other censure reselution,
would carry with it. It would convict a
Member of whatever he is charged with
in the resolution, and it would punish
him by condemning him.

Some persons may say that is not so
much of a punishment, but, Mr. Presi-
dent, I know of not many greater pun-
ishments which a Member of this body
could suffer than to be condemned for
his conduct by his fellow Senators.

The pending resolution calls for what
would amount to a trial if we were in
court. Of course, we are not going to
have the technicalities of a trial, but I
point out to the Members of the Senate
that, that insofar as a legislative body
can sit as a court, that is exactly what
we are doing when we, under the author=-
ity to punish our Members, sit in judg-
ment on a Member of this body, and pass
out a sentence, and punish him by our
condemnation,

If any Member of the Senate doubts
what I have said, I hope he will talk to
those skilled in parliamentary procedure,
or to any lawyer who has studied the
question, because all precedents for
censure come under this constitutional
provision which says that the Senate
may punish its Members for disorderly
conduct.

In Haynes’ The Senate of the United
States, on page 186, we find the prece=
dents for eensure, and we find them un-
der the heading, “Punishment for Dis=
orderly Behavior.”

In Hinds’' Precedents we find first the
case of Tillman and MecLaurin, vol-
ume II, page 1140. We find the prece=
dent listed under the heading, “Punish=
ment of Members for Contempt."”

Mr. President, in the Tillman-Mc-
Laurin case a committee of the Senate
brought in a report which contained a
sentence making it very clear that a
resolution of censure is a conviction and
a punishment. I should like to read
from the majority report in the Tillman-
McLaurin case of the Committee on
Privilegzes and Elections, this sentence:

The penalty of a censure by the Senate—

The penalty; not an expression of the
sense of the Senate—
in the nature of things, must vary in actual
severity in proportion to the public sense
of the gravity of the offense of which the
offender has been adjudged gullty.

In that case the committee recom-
mended that the two Senators be ad-
judged guilty, and condemned and cen-
sured in words similar to those in the
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pending resolution, except that the
present resolution lacks definite specifi-
cations.

We find the Bingham case, which has
been cited previously, in volume VI of
Cannon’s Precedents, 1936, page 408,
under the heading, “Punishment and Ex-
plusion of Members.”

It is possible for legislative bodies to
sit in a judicial capacity in certain in-
stances, if so provided by our Constitu-
tion. We have a Supreme Court case
which recognizes that principle, the case
of Kilbourn v. Thompson (103 U. S. 168),
page 189, in which the Supreme Court
said:

The Constitution declares that the judicial
power of the United States shall be vested in
one Supreme Court, and in such inferior
courts as the Congress may from time to
time ordain and establish. If what we have
saild of the division of powers of the Gov-
ernment among the three departments be
sound, this is equivalent to a declaration
that no judicial power is vested in the
Congress or either branch of it, save in the
cases specifically enumerated to which we
have referred.,

The Court specifically referred to the
exception provided in our Constitution
authorizing each House to determine the
qualifications of its Members and punish
its Members for disorderly behavior, In
this connection the Court said:

As we have already sald, the Constitution
expressly empowers each House to punish its
own Members for disorderly behavior. We see
no reason to doubt that this punishment
may in a proper case be imprisonment, and
that it may be for refusal to obey some rule
on that subject made by the House for the
preservation of order.

The point is that the Court recognized
that in this instance, as well as in im-
peachment and other similar instances
provided by the Constitution, the Senate
sits in a judicial capacity. The nature
of this proceeding is judicial.

We find the same principle in Wil-
loughby’s discussion of the Constitution
of the United States, volume 2, Wil-
loughby on the Constitution, at page
1262. After explaining the doctrine of
separation of powers and the exceptions
thereto, Willoughby says:

Thus, the legislatures are made the cole
Judges as to the constitutional qualifications
of those claiming membership; they have the
power of disciplining and expelling members;
their members are in general not liable to
arrest except for felony, treason, or breach of
the peace, and they may not be held respon-
sible in actions of slander or libel for words
spoken or printed by them as Members.

Willoughby proceeds to show that in
sitting in matters of this kind a legisla-
tive body sits in a judicial capacity.

Mr. President, in Cushing’s Law and
Practice of Legislative Assemblies, we
find a similar discussion on page 258.

Cushing was of the opinion that a pro-
cedure of this kind is criminal in nature,
not civil. He says:

The criminal jurisdiction of a legislative
assembly is much more extensive than the
civil; embracing the misconduct or dis-
orderly behavior of its own members, as
well as misdemeanors and offenses commit-
ted by other persons. In both cases, the of-
fense may be committed either against the
assembly itself, or against its members indi-
vidually.
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Members may be gullty of misconduct,
either towards the assembly itself, towards
one another, or towards strangers. Miscon-
duct of members towards the assembly, be=
sides belng the same in general as may be
committed by other persons, consists of
any breaches of decorum or order, or of
any disorderly conduct, disobedience to the
rules of proceeding, neglect of attendance,
etc.; or of any crime, misdemeanor, or mis-
conduct, either civil, moral, or official, which,
though not strictly an attack upon the house
itself, is of such a nature as to render the
individual a disgrace to the body of which
he is a member. Misconduct of members
towards one another consists of insulting
remarks in debate, personal assaults, threats,
challenges, etec., in reference to which be=-
sides the ordinary remedies at law or other=
wise, the assembly interferes to protect the
member, who is injured, insulted, or threat-
ened. Offenses by members towards other
persons, of which the assembly has cogniz-
ance, consists only of injurious and slander=
ous assertions, either in speech or by writ=
ing, which, as there is no other remedy, the
assembly itself, if it thinks proper, takes
cognizance of and punishes.

- - - - -

The constitutions of the United States,
and of almost all the States, contain pro-
visions relating to the incidental powers of
their legislative assemblies, which, although
widely differing among themselves, in some
cases, as to the number of powers enumer-
ated, come clearly within the first two rules
already mentioned in regard to the privileges
of members, and do not, in any degree,
change, either by enlarging or diminishing,
the powers of jurisdiction recognized by the
ordinary parliamentary law. The only
changes, made by these provisions, relate to
the kind, form, and duration of the punish-
ments to be inflicted. It may be laid down,
therefore, first, that every legislative assem-
bly in the United States possesses all the
powers of jurisdiction, in a judicial way,
which are recognized by the common parlia-
mentary law; and, second, that they possess
authority to punish agreeably to the rules of
that law, as modified by express constitu-
tional or legal provision.

Mr. President, since a resolution of
this nature, if adopted, would call for a
conviction and a punishment, we must
recognize that judicial standards of
American jurisprudence should apply.

There are certain fundamental prin-
ciples which must apply when a man is
brought to the bar for trial and before
he is convicted and punished. There are
certain basic principles of justice, fair-
ness, and due process. We have criti-
cized the Senator from Wisconsin for not
applying those fundamental prineciples
in some of his procedures, and we should
not forget them now that he stands ac-
cused before the Senate. It is ironiecal
that many who have criticized the junior
Senator from Wisconsin for not apply-
ing some of these fundamenal princi-
ples, are today supporting a resolution
which fails to apply them when he is
brought to the bar for a hearing in his
case.

One of these fundamental principles
is that the accused shall have specifica-
tions as to what he is being tried for.
The sixth amendment of the Constitu=
tion clearly provides that in trials by the
courts, the aceused shall “be informed
of the nature and cause of the accusa-
tion.” Mr. President, it is fundamental
in English and American law that the
accused should have a bill of particulars
or specifications, so he will know exactly
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of what he is being charged and of what
he may be convicted.

The second fundamental principle of
English and American law in cases of
this kind is that a proper procedure
should be provided for the evidence
against the accused to be adduced, and
for the accused to introduce evidence
in defense of himself, if he cares to do
s0. The rights of the accused in pro-
ceedings of this nature are fully dis-
cussed in 14 American Jurisprudence.
I believe most of the Members of this
body are acquainted with them suffi-
ciently, so that I shall not read them
here. We know that in a court, those
rules apply; and when a legislative body
sits in a judicial capacity, at least those
two fundamental rules, should apply,
namely, there should be specifications—
and there should be some forum—either
this one or a committee—to hear the
evidence,

Mr. President, those two fundamental
principles and standards of English and
American jurisprudence were applied in
all the precedents we have in the case of
censure resolutions or resolutions of con-
demnation which have been offered in
the United States Senate against a Mem-
ber of this body.

The first arose as a result of a fight be-
tween Senators Benton and Foote. We
find that the matter went to a special
committee for consideration. The com-
mittee did not report with a resolution,
but the committee made some type of re-
buke and warning, and hoped it would
not go unheeded in the future. The im-
portant thing is that the Senate sent the
matter to a committee, to have it hear
the evidence and to report, in order that
Senators Benton and Foote could present
their evidence, under oath, and in order
that all the facts could be brought back
before the Senate.

In the Tillman and McLaurin case, as
has already been pointed out, although
the fight between those two Members
from South Carolina occurred right on
the floor of the Senate, the matter was
sent to the Committee on Privileges and
Elections—for consideration and recom-
mendations. The committee brought
back the censure resolution. It specifies
what the Senators were charged with:
and the Senate acted only after the evi=-
dence was heard in the committee and
reported back to the Senate with recom-
mendations.

Then we have the third case—the
Bingham case, which has been discussed
fully. In that case, a committee had al-
ready considered the action with which
Senator Bingham was charged, and had
reported to the Senate, The Senate then
acted on the basis of that report and on
the basis of the fact that the evidence
in the case was uncontradicted and un-
disputed—as had been stated on the floor
several times, as the Senator from Geor-
gia will remember, For instance, Sena-
tor Norris said:

No one has disputed the evidence. No one

has contradicted the facts which were
brought out.

They were brought out by the Judi-
ciary Committee, which already had
heard the case against Senator Bing-
ham; and the resolution of censure was
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specific as to the act for which he was
condemned. As a matter of fact, it re-
fers to what the committee reported as
wrongful acts. In that case we find these
two standards applied.

Those are the three precedents, Mr.
President: the Benton-Foote case, the
Tillman-McLaurin case, and the Bing-
ham case. In all of them the Senate
specified exactly what the Senators were
charged with and provided for hearing
evidence.

Mr. President, in my opinion, that is
what we should do in this case. If we
fail to do it, the action of the Senate will
rise to haunt Members of the Senate in
the future. We should never depart
from the precedents and the principles
of English and American justice and
jurisprudence,

‘The resolution, as submitted last eve=
ning, does not specify with any particu-
larity any of the conduct of which the
junior Senator from Wisconsin would be
found guilty and for which he would
be punished. Neither does it provide for
having brought before the Senate, under
oath, evidence on which Senators might
decide whether they find the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin guilty or innocent.

Mr. President, it matters not what was
shown on television or what was printed
in the newspapers or what was stated
here on the floor of the Senate. Under
English and American jurisprudence, if
one sees a man on the street shoot down
another in ceold blood, or even if the
judge of the court himself sees if, that
does not convict the accused. Even in
such a case the accused must be brought
before the bar of justice, must have the
charges against him specified, and must
be given an opportunity to submit evi-
dence if he cares to do so; and, of course,
evidence must be adduced against him
by the prosecuting authorities.

It may be that some committees have
heard certain evidence in this matter.
A moment ago I heard it stated that
there is a possibility of that, insofar as
one charge is concerned. I have not
studied that matter fully. I am not sure
whether in that case the committee
ended by asking questions, or whether it
reached a conclusion based upon the evi-
dence. I do not know.

If one of our committees has already
acted, if it has taken evidence under
oath and has brought it to the Senate,
after having provided ample opportunity
for both sides to be heard, we have a
precedent for the Senate to act in such
cases. There is a committee which heard
evidence concerning the conduct of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin this year.
The committee heard the evidence for
several weeks, but the committee has not
yet reported.

Mr. President, T say that in all fairness
and in all justice, not only to the ac-
cused, but also to those of us who sit in
judgment, the committee should have an
opportunity to make its report, before
we are called upon to pass on the reso-
lution. If the Senate wishes to go into
other matters, the resolution should be
referred to the Judiciary Committee or
to some other committee in order that
evidence on the other matters may be
heard before the Senate is called upon
to perform its duty in this case. Above

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

all, Mr. President, let us perform that
duty in accordance with the principles
and standards of American justice and
fairness to the accused, be he guilty or
be he innocent.

Mr. COOPER obtained the floor.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield to me, to
permit me to ask several questions of
the distinguished Senator from Texas?

Mr. COOPER. I yield, if I may have
unanimous consent to yield under those
circumstances.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). Without objection, it is
s0 ordered.

Mr. WELEER. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
Texas enlichten us about the principles
of English and American justice? Has
he found in the precedents before him
anything in respect to limitation on ac-
tions and in respect to how far back it is
permissible to go, in charging a person,
so that—in this ease—the Member con-
cerned may be censured by the Senate?

Mr. DANIEL. No; I have not had
occasion to look into that point.

Mr. WELEKER. Under the American
and English judicial system of eriminal
law, I am sure it is obvious to the Sena-
tor from Texas, who has been a great
prosecutor and attorney general, that a
limitation on action certainly is a bar to
prosecution,

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct, in cer-
tain cases.

Mr. WELKER. Has the Senator from
Texas found, in the course of his re-
search, anything with respect to the fun-
damental right in eriminal law that the
accused is presumed to be innocent until
found guilty beyond a reasonable doubt?

Mr. DANIEL. Oh, yes.

Mr. WELEKER. And that that pre-
sumption goes with the accused until the
matter is decided by a jury. Is that a
correct statement?

Mr. DANIEL. Yes; and that is one
of the fundamental principles—of course,
it is so well known that I did not even
mention it—namely, that the accused is
presumed to be innocent until his guilt is
established beyond a reasonable doubt
and until he is found guilty.

Mr. WELKER. In fact, some persons
say until his guilt is established to a
moral certainty.

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct; and
that is true even in the example I gave a
moment ago, namely, when the judge or
when bystander witnesses see a mur-
der committed in cold blood. When the
accused goes before the bar of justice, he
is still presumed to be innocent until he
is found guilty under the procedures we
have established in our law.

Mr. WELKER. Does the Senator from
Texas advocate or does he feel that some
Senate committee should be assigned to
hear sworn testimony upon these
charges; or does he believe that the mat-
ter should be referred to the Subcom-
mittee on Privileges and Elections, which
sat from the spring of 1952 until the sum-
mer of that year, or to other committees
which may have heard evidence in the
case of charges against the accused?

Mr. DANIEL. I have no opinion as
to which is the best committee for this
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resolution to go to. I do feel that we
should not be called upon to vote on
this resolution until at least the Gov=
ernment Operations Subcommittee,
which has gone into some of the mat-
ters, has reported to the Senate.

Mr. WELKER. I thank my colleague
from Texas.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President,
would the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
would the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator from Kentucky yield, with-
out losing the floor?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Texas [Mr. DanieEL] has given a very able
argument to the Senate. He cifes a case
where a court, for instance, a judge,
could not take judicial notice. I won-
dered whether or not it would not be
well to put in the REcorp a possible ex=
ception to that rule, for instance, con-
tempt of court in the presence of the
court, when the court is in session.

Mr. DANIEL, Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON.
exception.

Mr. DANIEL. Yes, that would be an
exception; and contempt by a Member
here on the floor of the Senate would
be an exception, as you will remember,
in the Tillman-McLaurin case——

Mr. FERGUSON. That is what I am
getting to.

Mr. DANIEL. Both Senators were
held guilty of contempt for what the
Senators saw right here on the floor
before they sent a resolution to the
committee to consider formal censure
and condemnation of the Senators.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. DANIEL. Yes, I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. To follow that just
a little further, if a court, and it will
be contempt of either a civil or criminal
nature, decides that the contempt is
outside of the hearing and the sight of
the court, then it is necessary, is it not,
that an order to show cause be issued
specifying what the contempt is before
the court can act?

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. So that we have
precedents in our judicial system for
contempt, which are very similar to the
constitutional provision here of disor-
derly behavior, do we not?

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for one question?

Mr. DANIEL. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would like to
ask a question. I very much appreciate
the Senator’s discourse and the way in
which he presented his argument.

I would like to ask this question: Does
the Senator draw any distinction be-
tween the censure or condemnation of
a Senator for poor moral conduct as
opposed to one whose conduct or action
in and of itself may not be poor morally,
but is such as may be against the public
interest or public morals?

I was trying to bring out the distine-
tion that was in the Bingham case, which
seemed to me quite important for the
Senate to consider in connection with
this case.

That would be an
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Now the procedure may be the same,
as the Senator says, but has the Senator,
from his examination of these cases and
from these facts, drawn any distinction
between those two types of conduct?

Mr. DANIEL. I have not. I have not
vet studied them with that question in
mind.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Well, from the
point of view of the Senator on the
floor of this body, there might well be
an action by the Senator which in and
of itself is a perfectly proper action, but
publicly might be poor morally or against
public econduct, and so on, as opposed to
a personal kind of conduet which would
be more in the nature of being against
the man as an individual rather than his
action being against the public whom
he was serving; is there not a valid dis=
tinction between those two?

Mr, DANIEL. There might very well
be.

PERMISSION TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
AND TO REFER COMMUNICATIONS
TO COMMITTEES

Mr., KNOWLAND, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Secre-
tary of the Senate be authorized during

- the recess of the Senate to receive mes-
sages from the President of the United
States and to refer such communications
to the appropriate committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from California? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield at this
time, in order for us to consider the
ncminations on the Executive Calendar?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, T
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business, for
consideration of the nominations on the
Executive Calendar, except for the post-
master nominations of Thomas W. Robi-
son, of Lecompte, La., and Harry H.
Seylaz, of Lincroft, N. J.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider executive
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will proceed to state the nomina-
tions on the Executive Calendar, with
the exception of the two postmaster
nominations specified by the majority
leader,

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, with
the exceptions I have noted, I ask unani-
mous consent that the postmaster nomi-
nations be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With the
exceptions previously stated, the post-
master nominations are confirmed en
bloe.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
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dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
WITHDRAWAL OF NOMINATION
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before

the Senate a message from the President

of the United States, withdrawing the
nomination of Charles H. Grossman, of

New Mexico, to be Director of Locomotive

Inspection.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move that the
Senate resume the consideration of leg-
islative business.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, when
Senator Franpers introduced his motion
several weeks ago to remove Senator
McCarTHY from his position as chair=
man of the Senate Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, I was asked to state
my position and I said publicly at the
time that I would vote for the motion.
At that time I was thinking of the sub-
stance of the motion and not of the
procedure by which it would be con-
sidered in the Senate.

Last evening I heard with interest and
respect the speech of the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon, Senator
CorpoN. He argued that the pending
motion should state its charges and spec-
ifications and that adequate hearings in
consideration should be given to the
motion before a vote is taken in the
Senate. It was a plea for the orderly
procedures of government, and for due
process and for fair treatment of any
individual charged with wrongful con-
duct.

I listened with interest and respect to
Senator CorponN because of my confi-
dence in his complete honesty, sincerity,
and devotion to legal and constitutional
processes. He is one of the greatest
lawyers, and in my view, one of the
ablest and best men in this body. I
listened to him because I believe in due
processes, in the orderly conduct of gov-
ernment and in fair treatment of every
individual charged with wrongful con-
duct.

I should say that I have listened with
interest to the recent statement of the
distinguished and able Senator from
Texas [Mr. DANIEL].

I would have preferred to vote upon
the original motion of Senator FLANDERS
rather than the one of censure which
is before us today, because the original
motion presented to the Senate the
direct issue of its responsibility for the
conduct of its committees.

I speak with the knowledge that I do
not have the experience in the Senate
to present views of any great value upon
the complex questions which attend this
motion, such as the procedures, and
organization of the Senate and the in-
dividual rights and responsibility of a
Member of the Senate. Nevertheless, I
speak today because I have stated my
position on the substance of the motion
and I want to state the reasons which
have led me to support the motion.
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One of the reasons I do this is to inform.
those in my State who have written me
about this matter. But beyond this, I
have wanted to record my views because
I believe basic questions are involved in
the motion of Senator FLANDERS.

In the beginning, I should like to say
that my vote on this question is not
based on any personal attitude I hold
toward the junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTHY]. I have known
him since we entered the Senate together
in 1947. It happens that we have not
served together on any committee and
that we have not worked together on
any matters during my short service in
the Senate. In our association as Mem-
bers of this body, the junior Senator
from Wisconsin has been considerate
and fair to me.

Neither do I base my support of this
motion on any charges or particulars in
the motion of censure not connected with
his work as chairman of the Committee
on Government Operations. My deci-
sion to support the motion relates solely
to certain aspects of his conduct of in-
vestigations as chairman of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

I have never questioned the deter-
mined opposition of Senator McCarTHY
to the Communist movement. It is my
opinion that at the time he began his
investigations, laxness and a negligent
attitude toward the danger of Commu-
nist subversion existed in some quarters
of the Government of the United States.
It has also been proven that some in-
dividuals in the Government were sym-
pathizers and actors in the Communist
conspiracy.

Moreover, it has been my observation
that one direct consequence of his in-
vestigations has been to inform many
of our people regarding Communist sub-
version within the United States.
Statements to that effect have been ques=
tioned, but I repeat my observation has
led me to the conclusion I have stated.

However, in my view, the fact that
this result has come from the work of
the committee does not avoid questions
relating to the conduct of investigations,
which the resolution of the Senator from
Vermont brings in issue.

It seems to me that one issue is
whether the standards of conduct fol-
lowed by the junior Senator from Wis-
consin meet those which the Senate
must require of its committees if they are
to be respected and their value preserved.
Committees are but instrumentalities of
the Congress.

A second question of great importance
is whether his conduct of investigations
has been in accord with the spirit of
our fundamental law, in conformity with
which they are authorized, and with
the prineciples which give meaning to
our system of free government.

I was very much interested last eve-
ning in the speech of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] which named a
number of organizations which it was
stated were interested in the adoption of
this resolution. I can only say for myself
that I have consulted with no groups,
either for or against the resolution. The
decision that each of us will make is a
matter of personal judgment, and I may
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say that T came to my judgment several
‘months ago.

Last night I was extremely interested
in the great speech that was made by the
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
pox] upon our system of law and our
system of orderly government. I think
I can say that in my whole life, in my
service as a judge I tried to uphold the
law, and in my service in the Senate, I
have never voted for any motion or for
any action which I thought was in con-
tradiction of the spirit of the law or
orderly government or of due process of
law. If I have arrived at a conclusion to
vote for this resolution, it is because of
my convictions about orderly procedures
and due process of law and the protec-
tion of the rights of individuals.

I shall vote for this resolution because
of the convictions I have consistently
held and expressed against the wrong-
ful exercise of power by officers and mem-
bers of the Government.

1t is my view—and again, it is my per-
sonal view, as all our views must be—
based on my observations and reading
and attendance at times upon the hear-
ings, that the junior Senator from Wis-
consin, as chairman of the commitiee,
has extended and at times abused his
great powers. I do not believe any end
or purpose, however valuable or desirable
it may appear, justifies’ the abuse
of governmental power.

All of us are familiar with the growing
sentiment throughout the country that
there is something wrong with the exer-
cise of the investigatory powers of Con-
gress. Congress is being pressed to reg-
ulate investigations and to control com-
mittees and committee members. Some
have insisted that this can be done by
the adoption of rules of procedures.
Others assert that it is merely a problem
of party discipline, Still others have
stated that strong action ought to be
taken by the executive branch of the
Government.

Whatever validity may be found in
these proposals, they emphasize a com-
mon point of interest. It is the belief
that the investigatory power has been
abused and that the rights of persons
before committees have not been guard-
ed. It is the conviction that abuses
violate the letter and spirit of the Amer-
ican system of government.

From statements which have been
made in the debate it would appear that
the matter before us is a new one and
only incidental to the question of pro-
cedure. If that be true, I ask why it is
that adverse sentiment sweeps through
the country and why pressure is put
upon Congress to adopt rules and to as-
sert party discipline and to have the Ex-
ecutive take action.

The investigatory power of Congress
js of great value to the Nation. It does
not belong to any particular committee
or any particular committee member.
The source of power lies in the Consti-
tution itself. It is implied in the consti-
tional grant to the Congress of all legis-
lative powers,

Congressional investigations have
been undertaken by every Congress, in-
cluding the first one, and with few ex-
ceptions the results have been good.
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Because of its importance to Congress
and the Nation, the courts have con-
strued the power to be broad and exten-
sive in its scope. A congressional com-
mittee can compel the presence of wit-
nesses and the production of papers. It
can enforce its own process. It can cite
for contempt. It has been held that a
legislative purpose will be presumed in
authorizing a congressional investigation,
and that the inquiry may be as broad as
its legislative purpose requires.

These implied powers have been
strengthened by congressional action.
By the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946, Congress, in effect, gave the 16
standing committees of the Senate gen-
eral powers of investigation, without the
requirement of further Senate approval.

If the investigating power of the Con-
gress is to be of continuing value for the
good of the Nation, it must have the
confidence, the respect, and the support
of the people. It cannot have that sup-
port if it abuses its powers. And if
abuses cannot or will not be corrected
in the committee, the ultimate responsi-
bility lies with the Senate. For it is the
power and the integrity of the Senate
and the Congress which is being ques-
tioned.

I have not followed every investiga-
tion or hearing held by the subcommittee
of the junior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCarTeY]. However, there have
been several instances which have illus-
trated an assumption of power by him
which I have believed wrongful and in
conflict with our basic governmental
principles. The first concerns itself
with, what it seems to me to be, the in-
sistent effort of the Senator from Wis-
consin to invade the powers of the Ex-
ecutive. Admittedly, it is not always
clear at what point the rights of an in-
vestigating committee end and those of
the Executive begin, but in the many
questions which have arisen heretofore
between investigating committees and
the executive branch throughout the
yvears a mutual respect for the separa-
tion of powers has always intervened to
avoid conflict. Yet for more than a year
there have been continuing points of
conflict as between the exercise of powers
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment and the attempted exercise and
assumption of power by the chairman of
this committee.

There is one area in which the power
of the President is quite clear, and that
is the constitutional power to conduct
the foreign relations of the United States.
It is the President who deals with for-
eign powers and through them with for-
eign citizens. An example of the at-
tempted invasion of this field by Senator
McCarTHY concerns the case of the Greek
shipowners. In March 1953 Senator
McCarTHy announced that he had been
carrying on negotiations with certain
Greek shipowners of New York City.

As a result, he had secured an agree-

ment with the owners of over 200 mer-
chant ships to stop all trade with Com-
munist China, North Korea, and Rus-
sian Pacific ports. Senator McCARTHY
charged the Eisenhower administration
with dismal failure in stopping this
trade and claimed that he was carrying
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on negotiations with other Greek ship-
owners in London to reach the same sort
of agreement. :

But according to the State Depart-
ment and the Foreign Operations Ad-
ministration—I secure my facts simply
from the newspapers and the reported
statements of Government officials—
they had a few weeks previously, after
months of negotiations, reached an
agreement with the Greek Government
to ban the flow of strategic materials to
Communist countries. The Greek offi-
cials had taken prompt action and, in
deference to the Greek Government, the
State Department had given no pub-
licity to the achievement. It was re-
ported that Senator McCarTHY had been
taken into the administration’s confi-
dence and had been informed of this
pact between the Governments, but,
nevertheless, he went his own way and
entered into negotiations with citizens
of a foreign country.

Whatever the facts may have been,
and however effective the efforts of Sen-
ator McCAarRTHY may have been, however
good his purposes may have been, I can-
not believe that it was the purpose of
the Congress that one of its committee
members shall assume power in the field
of foreign relations. If such adventures
are approved, the issue of responsibility -
for international action will be confused
and the constitutional separation of
powers between the executive and legis-
lative branches undermined.

It is apparent to all of us that the
President of the United States has been
exceedingly respectful of the powers of
the Congress. He has a difficult task,
particularly so in the field of foreign re-
lations and he cannot succeed if indi-
vidual Members of the Congress insist
that they have the power to invade his
domain.

Let me cite one further illustration.
Another more serious encroachment into
the area of executive responsibility was
revealed this year during the so-called
Army-McCarthy hearings. At this time,
Senator McCarTHY stated that he had
received classified military information
from an Army intelligence officer. He
further stated, “As far as I am concerned,
I would like to notify the 2 million Fed-
eral employees that I feel it is their duty
to give us any information which they
have.” This was an open invitation to
violate the laws of the United States.
Its result could be to substitute govern-
ment by the individual for government
by law.

In section 792 (d) of title 18 of the
United States Code, it is provided that
anyone who has lawfully received clas-
sified information relating to national
security and turns it over to anyone not
entitled to receive it commits a crime.
In spite of this fact, and in spite of the
obviously sound reasoning behind the
law, Senator McCarTHY has reiterated
his invitation.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point for a ques-
tion?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I have not checked that
particular statute. Does it also impose
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any criminal liability upon the person
receiving security information?

Mr. COOPER. I think it does, I will
say to the Senator from Oregon that I
have read the speech of Attorney Gen=-
eral Herbert Brownell citing these facts.
I cannot answer the gquestion with spe-
cific detail, but I think the Senator’s
premise is correct.

Mr. MORSE. I do not know. I am
seeking information. That is the com-
mon statutory form. It not only makes
it a criminal offense on the part of those
who commit an act of conspiracy or col-
lusion, but also makes it a criminal act
on the part of the party who receives
the information.

Mr. COOPER. I think the Senator
is correct.

This invitation is more than an en-
croachment into the area of executive
responsibility: it is a direct challenge to
the orderly processes of Government.
Again I do not believe that it is the inten-
tion of the Congress and the Senate fo
give anyone of its committees or its
members the color of authority to set
himself above the law.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is there any law
which prohibits Federal employees, in-
cluding the 2 million to which the Sena-
tor refers, from giving to a commit-
tee information which is not classified?

Mr. COOPER. I do not know of any.

Mr. CAPEHART. Unless the informa-
tion is classified, there is no law against
giving such information.

Mr. COOPER. I think the Senator is
correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. Was the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin talking about that,
or was he talking about classified in-
formation?

Mr. COOPER. I am certain that the
case which arose involved classified in-
formation.

Mr. CAPEHART. My question is, Does
the Senator from Kentucky know of his
own knowledge whether the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin was talking about
classified or nonclassified information, or
was it purely hearsay? As the Senator
from Kentucky said a moment ago, that
most of the information he is talking
about was hearsay. Did the Senator
read it in a newspaper?

Mr. COOPER. The junior Senator
from Wisconsin said, “So far asI am con-
cerned, I would like to notify the 2
million Federal employees that I feel it
is their duty to give us any information
which they have.”

Mr. CAPEHART. Period.

Mr. COOPER, Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. That was a news-
paper article, was it not?

Mr. COOPER. The statement arose
from the refusal of the Department of
Justice to furnish information.

Mr. CAPEHART. It was published in
the press, was it not?

Mr. COOPER. I have read from a
statement made by the Attorney Gener-
al, Herbert Brownell.

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator

. know the position of the junior Senator

from Wisconsin as to whether or not he
made the statement?
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Mr. COOPER. I did not personally
hear him make it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Did the Senator
from Kentucky read it in the press?

Mr. COOPER. Iknow the background
from which the statement arose. It was
a question of the use of classified ma-
terial,

Mr. CAPEHART. Then it is hearsay
information so far as the able Senator
[Mr. CooprER] is concerned.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. Much of my in-
formation is hearsay, but it is hearsay
which I read every day in the newspa-
pers and from reliable sources.

It is difficult to define or point out ex-
actly abuses of power. Isolated breaches
might not be important. But, the junior
Senator from Wisconsin has stated again
and again that he intends to pursue a
course of action as he sees fit and pre-
sumably the course of action which he
has been following. In such a case, it
seems to me that there is little that can
happen in the future which will change
the judgments that we now must have
concerning his conduct of this commit-
tee.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un-
derstanding it is the position of the Sen-~
ator from Kentucky that even though
a Senator sought from Government em-
ployees information which was not secu-
rity information, nevertheless such an
attempt to set himself up as an inter-
feror with the operation of the executive
department of government would be a
course of conduct which would not be in
the best traditions of the Senate?

Mr. COOPER. I agree with the Sen-
ator. The courts and the Congress have
given to committees tremendous power.
The committees have the power to sub-
pena witnesses, to subpena papers, and to
compel the production of papers. Such a
procedure is the proper way to obtain
evidence; either through compelling the
attendance of witnesses or the produc-
tion of papers.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I seek only to under-
stand the Senator’s position. If his posi-
tion is what I think it is, I am in agree-
ment with it.

Is it the position of the Senator from
Kentucky that if a Senator, be he chair-
man of a committee or not, should seek
to set himself up as a receptacle for re-
ceiving from Government employees
complaints and criticisms and alleged
information of wrongdoing, such a
course of conduct in and of itself would
be bound to negatively affect morale in
the Government service in the executive
branch of Government; and such a
course of action on the part of a Senator
would not be in keeping with the best
traditions of the Senate?

Mr. COOPER. I agree with the Sena-
tor.

It may be argued that the powers
which are ordinarily applicable in con-
gressional investigations are not effec-
tive in the case of investigation of com-
munism in Government, and that legal-
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istic and theoretical standards have no
practical effect in dealing with the men-
ace of communism,

I answer by saying that other commit-
tees of the Senate which have dealt with
aspects of loyalty, and aspects of secu-
rity, of Communist subversion, and of
crime, have followed standards and have
achieved successes which the Senate and
the Nation have approved. I point out
as examples of my statement the inves-
tigations conducted by the late and dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina,
Senator Clyde Hoey; by the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. KeFauver]; by the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], as
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
ternal Security; and the Senator from
Towa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], as chairman
of a subcommittee of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I can add, if the Sen=
ator from Indiana will permit me to do
so, the FHA investigation presently being
conducted by the distinguished Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHARTI.

Both the junior Senator from Wis-
consin and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HICKENLOOPER] investigated the United
States information program. And as
arbiter of the work done by the two
groups, there is the distinguished United
States Advisory Commission for Infor-
mation; composed of Erwin Canham,
editor of the Christian Science Monitor:
Philip D. Reed, chairman of the board of
the General Electric Co.; Ben Hibbs, edi-
tor of the Saturday Evening Post; and
Justin Miller, chairman of the board of'
the National Association of Radio and
TV Broadcasters.

This group reported on February 3,
1954, that the kind of investigation con-
ducted by the junior Senator from Wis-
consin had crippled the country’s global
information program. Referring to the
inquiry of the junior Senator from Wis-
consin, the Commission said:

The wide and unfavorable publicity that
resulted from one of the congressional in-
vestigations gave the agency such a bad
name that professionally competent persons

were reluctant to accept employment in
it.

Some of these investigations, the Com-
mission said, have produced unfavorable
impressions abroad on the very persons
to whom the program is directed.

On the other hand, the Commission
found that a Senate Foreign Relations
Subcommittee, headed by the Senator
from Towa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], had
rendered thoroughly and extremely con-
structive service in revealing both the
strength and weaknesses of the informa-
tion program.

A second reason which impels me to
vote for this motion grows from my be-
lief that it is a responsibility of those
who compose the Government to up-
hold in every possible way the rights of
individuals under law and their integr ity
and freedom. It is certainly a respon-
sibility of those who represent the peo-
ple to set the example for these high
purposes. In this respect I believe the
junior Senator from Wisconsin has not
met the responsibiilties of his powerful
position.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.
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Mr. WELEER. I wonder if my dis-
tinguished friend and colleague could
help me by drawing a line as to how far
a Senator should go, not only in the in-
vestigatory field, but also when he
speaks in the Senate to the American
people, through the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
oRrp, and discusses matters which per-
tain to the very future of our country?

I think the Senator will admit that he
and I have heard it said upon the floor
of the Senate that the present Presi-
dent of the United States was in effect a
despicable character; that he had mis-
led—which means “lied to'""—the Ameri-
can people; that he was a man who
wanted to hurt the poor people; and
things of that sort.

I suppose that is legitimate debate;
but I am wondering if the Senator from
Kentucky can tell me just how far this
so-called code of ethics should go?
Where is the stopping place?

If the Senator will allow me a further
comment, I remember in the days of ex-
President Truman when there was a de-
mand from the floor of the Senate, in
loud and unruly language, that he be im-
peached, that he be thrown out of office
for his actions while doing what I am
sure he thought was best for his coun-
try.
I have heard other Senators say ex-
President Truman was nothing but a
“little ham actor” and things of that
sort.

Where is the invisible line we are sup-
posed to follow in our conduct while
representing the people of the United
States?

Mr., COOPER. I have said on many
occasions that I opposed and I did not
like the conduct of investigations by
Senator McCArTHY, but in all the con-
troversy which has taken place about
the junior Senator from Wisconsin dur-
ing the last 2 years, I have never made
a denunciatory statement about him, nor
have I made a statement about him as an
individual.

One of the reasons I would not do so—
and I do not say this politically, but be-
cause I believe it—is that in the last 20
years there has developed in this coun-
try the practice of denunciation of peo-
ple who did not happen to agree with
the views of those who are in power.
That atmosphere, of denunciation has in
my opinion contributed to some of the
difficulties we are now having with re-
spect to this committee.

I will say further, that when I read
the numerous letters I receive upon this
subject, it is always surprising to me that
many of those who oppose bitterly Sena-
tor McCarTaY call for the same tactics
for which they critize him. They de-
mand the extra legal action that they
charge him with practicing.

These are some of the factors which
have led me to avoid the business of de-
nunciation.

However, in the conduct of his investi-
gations the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin has, in my view, first abused his
powers; and, second, he has in my judg-
ment, been heedless and reckless of the
rights of individuals.

Mr. WELEER. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. COOFER. I yield.
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Mr. WELKER. Iam afrdid the Sena-
tor misunderstood my question. b 4
wanted to ask my distinguished friend
how far we as Senators can go in debate
in this Senate? Can we denounce the
President? Can we call him a fraud and
a man who has misled the American
people?

I have heard charges made here that
the junior Senafor from Wisconsin in
this matter has been unjust toward cer-
tain people, some famous people and
some not so famous.

Suppose, for the purpose of this ques-
tion only, I should say that the Secretary
of State was dishonest and was a traitor
to his country? Would I not then be
subject to the same penalties and pro-
visions of this proposed censureship
rule?

Mr. COOPER. I am not so certain
about that. It is my view in the expres-
sion of opinions by any Senator on the
floor of the Senate, it is a matter of the
Senator's own responsibility and judg-
ment as to what criticism he makes of
the executive branch of the Government.
If in the expression of his views he made
statements which were clearly untrue,
and known by him to be untrue, I am
certain the Senate could take such ac-
tion it deemed proper. I think there is
and should be wide latitude in the ex-
pression of opinions in debate on the
Senate floor.

I am not talking about that kind of
situation. I am talking about a situa-
tion where the Senate has entrusted to
one of its Members a tremendous power,
which, in reality is the Senate's power.
It seems to me there then is a great re-
sponsibility upon those entrusted with
that power to exercise it properly.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one further question?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. WELKER. I think I observed
when I came in the Chamber that the
Senator was discussing the matter of
receiving secret documents or encour-=
aging people to give information.

Mr. COOPER. Yes, sir.

Mr. WELKER. I am wondering what
the Senator would do and what the
American people would do should they
discover that a known spy, such as Harry
Dexter White, was in the Government,
that he wanted to mislead the employees
who worked under him, and so would
stamp certain documents top secret,
which would keep the information they
contained from ever being divulged.
Would the Senator say that the conduct
of another Senator, whether the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCAgr-
THY], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JENNER], the senior Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. CapeHART], the Senator from
Idaho, or any other Senator, would
be guilty of a great tort in the event he
exposed that situation and sought to save
his country?

Mr. COOPER. Again, the Senator has
not referred to the case about which I
was speaking. I am speaking of the
statement of the junior Senator from
Wisconsin in which he is reported to
have called upon 2 million employees of
the executive branch of the Government
to turn over to him any information
which they had.
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Mr. WELEER. If the Senator from
EKentucky will allow me, I should like
to ask if he assumes the employees
would do that unless they believed in
their own hearts that treason or sabo-
tage or espionage was being perpetrated
by their superiors?

Mr. COOPER. I would say that if the
employees followed the request of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin, they
could turn over to him anything that
they thought was important from their
own viewpoint. It might be information
about some other employee of the Gov=-
ernment. It could be any kind of infor-
mation.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. I have before me
Public Law 601, 79th Congress. Under
“Standing Committees of the Senate,”
on page 6, appears the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, which is the committee of which
the junior Senator from Wisconsin is
the chairman. Among its duties are the
following, and I should like to read them:

(g) (1)Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments, to consist of 13 Sen-
ators, to which committee shall be referred
all proposed legislation, messages, petitions,
memorials, and other matters relating to the
following subjects:

(A) Budget and accounting measures,
other than appropriations.

(B) Reorganizations in the
branch of the Government.

{(2) Such comymittee shall have the duty
of—

(A) receiving and examining reports of
the Comptroller General of the United States
and of submitting such recommendations
to the Senate as it deems necessary or de-
sirable in connection with the subject mat-
ter of such reports.

This is the important one:

(B) studying the operation of Govern-
ment activities at all levels with a view to
determining its economy and efficiency,

(C) evaluating the effects of laws en=
acted to reorganize the legislative and exe-
cutive branches of the Government,

(D) studying intergovernmental relation-
ships between the United States and the
States and municipalities, and between the
United States and international organiza-
tions of which the United States is a mem-
ber,

It states “Government activities at all
levels.”

The question which econcerns me in
that respect, as chairman of a commit-
tee, is how a committee is going to get
information and make a study of such
matters. For instance, the committee
of which I am chairman is studying at
the moment scandals in the FHA. How
can a committee obtain the information
it needs unless it is obtained from FHA
employees and FHA officials? In other
words, if the President of the United
States has the right to say to every FHA
official and employee, “You cannot, or
you dare not, give any information to a
committee,” how is that information to
be obtained? Is it not just as dangerous
to give the President the authority to
say that about 2% million employees of
the Government shall give the Senate no
information as it is for a chairman of a

executive
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committee to insist upon employees giv=
ing the committee secret information?
I certainly am opposed to Federal em=-
ployees giving secret information to any-
body other than those authorized to re=-
ceive it.

The question that comes to my mind
arises because of the newspaper report
which was referred to, and which I read
also, and I think every other Member of
the Senate probably read. The report
had to do with secret information or in-
formation concerning governmental op-
erations. The committee of which the
junior Senator from Wisconsin is the
chairman has the authority to investi-
gate and the responsibility of investigat-
ing all governmental organizations or
departments at every level.

I remember that I was on the com-
mittee on committees of my party, and
I suppose I still am, when the junior
Senator from Wisconsin was placed on
that committee. I remember that the
junior Senator from Wisconsin objected
to becoming a member of that commit-
tee. He did not want to go on it. The
committee was considered a minor one,
and he objected very strenuously. Per-
haps some of the Senators present may
remember how strenuously the junior
Senator from Wisconsin objected to
going on that committee. In fact, he
came to the committee on committees
af the time and said he opposed it. He
said he did not like the idea of being
on that committee.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I should like to ask
him if he is referring to the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin?

Mr. CAPEHART. I am referring to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin.

The question is where the line should
be drawn, and what is the point beyond
which Government employees should
not give Congress information.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Indiana asked me if the statement of the
junior Senator from Wisconsin referred
to classified information. I should like
to answer that it certainly did.

Mr. CAPEHART. The best informa-
tion of the Senator from Kentucky is
that the junior Senator from Wisconsin
was talking about classified informa-
tion?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

The second question asked me was
where the line should be drawn. There
is no way whereby anyone can draw a
line. There is involved a general power
of Congress to investigate. There are
certain areas reserved to the Executive
by the Constitution which Congress can-
not invade. The conflict over the powers
of the legislative and executive branches
of Government has been going on for
years. The point I make is that, with
respect to the present conflict, it is not
being solved by moderation or adjust-
ments, but the Senator from Wisconsin
has taken to himself the power to decide
questions of the separation of powers for
himself.

I recognize that investigations raise
the ancient dilemma of balancing the
rights of individuals and the national
interests. It is true that in the case of
the most circumspect committee there is
no way to avoid inadvertent harm to an
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individual. As it is in the courts, the act
of calling a person before a committee
exploring subversive activities may place
him under a cloud, though he may be
free of fault. There is no way that this
can be avoided. But in hearings before
committees, there is a wider latitude for
harm bhecause they cannot be surrounded
by the safeguards and procedures of a
court.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator vield for a question?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to go back
at this point to the procedure that is
followed by a Senator or a chairman of
a committee in getting information from
a Government employee. Is it the un-
derstanding of the Senator from Ken-
tucky, as it is mine, that the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin sought to get classi-
field information from Government em-
ployees?

Mr. COOPER. My recollection is that
the junior Senator from Wisconsin had
received classified information from an
officer of the Army, and the question was
raised about that. The Attorney Gen-
eral issued a statement in which he said:

The executive branch of the Government
has the sole and fundamental responsibility,
under the Constitution, for the enforcement
of our laws and Presidential orders. They
include those to protect the secu.rtty of our
Nation which were carefully drawn for this
purpose. That responsibility cannot be ac-
quired by any individual who may seek to
set himself above the laws of our land or to
override the orders of the President of the
United States to Federal employees in the
executive branch of the Government.

Either before that time or after that
time the junior Senator from Wisconsin
made the statement that he felt it was
the duty of 2 million Federal employees
to give his committee any information
the committee requested.

Mr. MORSE., My next question is
this: Am I correct in my understanding
that the Senator from Kentucky takes
the position that every committee of the
Senate now has procedural power, by
way of invitation, or, if unaccepted, by
way of subpena, to call before it Govern-
ment employees for such information as
they are free to give, subject, of course,
to the separation of powers doctrines
and the rights relative thereto vested in
the President of the United States? Is
that the position of the Senator from
Kentucky?

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Oregon is correct. In case after case the
courts have held that congressional
committees have the broadest power to
compel the attendance of witnesses or
papers. Further, the Congressional Re-
organization Act, which always is re-
ferred to as a model, specifically gives
our standing committees these powers.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield for a
further question?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Then does the Senator
from Kentucky agree with me that when
we consider the Reorganization Act and
the language which has been read by the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHARTI,
which gives to the Senate Committee on
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Government Operations—now the so-
called McCarthy committee—jurisdic-
tion to investigate the operation of Gov-
ernment activities at all levels, it means,
of course, subject to the limitation of the
inherent rights of the Congress and the
inherent rights of the Executive under
the separation-of-powers doctrine?

Mr. COOPER. Of course, every mem-
ber of the Government is bound by the
Constitution and the laws, just as much
as is a private individual. In faet, I
think in that respect there is a greater
responsibility upon those of us who serve
in the Congress, because we make law,
we set standards.

Mr. MORSE. Then, is it the under-
standing of the Senator from Kentucky
that all the Attorney General sought to
point out in the section of his speech
which the Senator from Kentucky has
read is that the executive branch of the
Government, under this administration,
intends to exercise its rights under the
separation-of-powers doctrine, and in-
tends to resist any attempt on the part
of any congressional committee to en-
croach upon the executive powers of the
President?

Mr. COOPER. That is correct.

Mr. President, I should like to con-
clude. I shall proceed for 1 or 2 minutes
longer.

I desire to make clear that congres-
sional committees have broad power to
investigate the executive branch of the
Government. Some persons seem to
think congressional committees do not
have such power. However, Mr. Presi-
dent, they have the widest power. But,
at somie point, there is a line where the
constitutional powers of the Executive
obtain; and beyond that point we can-
not go.

It is not always easy to define an abuse
of the rights of an individual. In some
cases the letter of the law is not vio-
lated although the spirit of the law may
be. But if over a period of time denun-
ciations of individual attitudes and lan-
guage which evidence a heedless disre-
gard of the rights of individuals who
appear before a committee—whether
they be guilty or innocent—continue,
then it seems to me that the great prin-
ciple of justice under law must deteri-
orate and weaken.

Everyone who has been a lawyer and
who is familiar with the courts knows
that a good judge observes strictly the
letter of the law and the spirit of the
law in his conduct, his attitude, and his
expression. Similarly, we know that a
judee who is not a good judge can, by
his attitudes and conduct, create an at-
mosphere difficult for those who are in
his court. It may be argued again that
in this case the fight is against commu-
nism, and that ordinary methods and
standards will not work. At this time,
I refer to a statement of the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, which I have read
from time to time. I have read that he
has said that strong means are required
in Communist investigations. I am cer-
tain that vigorous methods are required;
and I am certain that there are some
persons who are fitted to do this work,
and others who are not. I myself would
not be, as others would be. But I make
the point that there is no valid argu-
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ment for the use of unauthorized power;
it is the old plea of emergency as reason
for power. It is the old excuse for heed-
less treatment of the rights of individ-
als. As we look back over the past 20
years, we remember the cry of “emer-
gency.” It was used as an excuse for
the court-packing scheme, and for the
expulsion of American citizens from their
homes on the Pacific coast during World
War II. It was the basis of the proposal
in 1945 that the Government draft into
the Army striking workers; and, not long
ago, it was the basis of the proposal to
seize the steel mills, under a claim of
inherent power.

Another unfortunate aspect of the past
which I have mentioned was the practice
of denunciation, the practice of charg-
ing impure motives, against those in op-
position to those currently in power. If
is ironic that some of those who today
protest so bitterly, and I think with
reason, against the action of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin, in his investi-
gations at other times advocated ex-
pedients and denounced those who disa-
greed with them.

There can be no doubt that our coun-
try and our liberties are threatened by
aggressive communism. There can be
no doubt that we must oppose it, and
we must make its purpose clear, so that
we may prevent subversion in our Nation.
In order to do that, the people of the
United States are making great sacri-
fices now to assure their security and
freedom. In this connection the con-
gressional investigating committees have
a great and a rightful place. But if it is
argued that security can only be assured
by exceeding the powers of the Govern-
ment—in this case the legislative branch
and its arms—its committees, then our
ficht has no meaning, and it may be
foredoomed.

Mr. President, in this connection I
quote the well-known words of Justice
Davis, in the famous case of ex parte
Milligan:

The Constitution of the United States is
a law for rulers and people, equally in war
and in peace, and covers with the shield
of its protection all classes of men at all
times and under all circumstances. No doc-
trine involving more pernicious consequences
was ever invented by the wit of man than
that any of its provisions can be suspended
during any of the great exigencies of gov-
ernment. Such a doctrine leads directly to
anarchy or despotism. But the theory of
necessity on which it is based is false, for
the Government within the Constitution has
all the powers granted to it which are neces-
sary to preserve its existence.

Mr. President, I am sure it is of the
greatest importance to the maintenance
of our free system of government and its
triumph over communism, that the spirit
and form of our free system shall not be
compromised or lost in any respect. Cer-
tainly this is a responsibility of every
branch of the Government and of every
committee of the Congress and of every
officer and representative of the people.

I am indeed sorry we are called upon
to act on this resolution. But we are
not responsible for the fact that we are
called upon to act. I do not consider
that the vote which I shall cast in favor
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of adoption of the resolution will be cast
against due process or orderly procedure.

Sometime ago I decided that I would
vote in favor of the resolution, because
I believe in orderly procedure in govern-
ment—the rightful exercise of power,
the due process of law, and the rights of
individuals under the law. Although
procedures are imporiant, the substan-
tive rights of which I have spoken, are,
in my view, the rights which are at is-
sue before the Senate today.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from EKentucky
yield for a question?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Does the
Senator from EKentucky agree with me
that the protections which are being
urged here, as protections of the junior
Senator from Wisconsin in connection
with the procedure in the Senate, are ex-
actly the same as the protections we are
criticizing the junior Senator from Wis-
consin for not observing in his investi-
gatory procedures at the hearings?

Mr. COOPER. That is my view. I
think they should be available to him
as well as to all who appear before con-
gressional committees.

I think the Senate has the right to
say that we are now in the forum in
which to have discussion, in which to
make specifications, and in which fo
reach a decision. That will be decided as
the debate proceeds.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be allowed to file
with the elerk of the Senate not later
than midnight tonight certain amend-
ments to Senate Resolution 301.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EKNOWLAND. So that they will
be printed and lie upon the table?

Mr. MORSE. So that they will be
printed and be available Monday morn-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. X

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me to make one
other statement, I wish fto say that I
will be free on Monday, of course, to
modify them, depending upon the de-
bate in the Senate today. I have been
working on this matter all day and have
not heard much of the debate. I will
read the REcorp tomorrow.

In closing, let me say that stories to
the contrary notwithstanding, it is not
the position of the Senator from Oregon
that action on the issue before the Sen-
ate should be postponed until sometime
next session. I am for taking action
before this session adjourns, but I am for
taking action on the basis of a resolu-
tion that sets forth specific charges.

While I am on my feet, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REecorp certain communications showing
a cross-country reaction to the fight
some of us made against the atomic
energy bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection it is so ordered.

[The communications referred to ap-
pear in the Recorp under an appro-
priate heading.l
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SOVIETS ARE PREPARING DICTION-
ARIES IN 80 LANGUAGES

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
received a message from Mr. Mortimer
Graves, executive director of the Amer-
ican Council of Learned Societies, point-
ing out that, according to a Pravda item,
the Soviet Union is producing diction-
aries in 80 languages. Some of those
languages are native to various sections
of the U. 8. 5. R. Most of them are
completely outside the Iron and Bamboo
Curtains.

The Pravda item gives food for thought
to every friend of freedom who is con-
cerned about our winning the battle for
men’s minds. If we who are producing
dictionaries for but a few languages can-
not even communicate with foreign peo-
ples because of the language barrier, how
can we get across to them the message
of freedom? How can we antidote Soviet
lies and rot?

We had better start applying ourselves
in the direction of communication with
foreign peoples—communication by the
printed word, by the still photograph, by
the motion picture, by the television
screen, by the radio broadcast.

I send to the desk the text of Mr.
Graves' letter and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed at this peoint in
the body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

AMERICAN COUNCIL OF LEARNED SOCIETIES,
Washington, D. C., July 4, 1954,

Dear FerLow CrTizeN: We think you need
to know that the Soviets are not only pro-
ducing atomie and hydrogen bombs; they
are producing dictionaries in B0 languages;
they know that it is a war for men’'s minds.
Here is their list: Adygel, Afghan (Pashto),
Albanian, Amharie, Arabic, Avar, Bashkir,
Belorussian, Bengali, Bulgarian, Buryat-Mon-
gol, Burmese, Chinese, Chukot, Chuvash,
Czech, Danish, Dutch, English, Erzyan, Es-
kimo, Even (Lamut), Evenki, Finnish,
French, German, Greek, Gujarati Gypsy,
Hindi, Hungarian, Indonesian (Malay),
Italian, Japanese, Kabardin, Karakalpak,
Kazakh, Khakass, Khanti, Komi, Korean,
Koryak (Nymylan), Kurdish, Lamut (Even),
Latin, Lithuanian, Malay (Indonesian),
Mansi, Marathi, Marii, Mokshan, Moldavian,
Mongolian, Nenets (Samoyed), Norwegian,
Nymylan (EKoryak), Oirot, Ossetian, Pashto
(Afghan), Persian, Polish, Portuguese, Pun-
jabi, Rumanian, Samoyed (Nenets), Serbo-
croatian, Siamese (Thal), Spanish, Swahili,
Swedish, Tadjik, Tamil, Telegu, Thai (Sia-
mese), Tibetan, Turkish, Turkmenian, Tu-
vinian, Udmurt, Uigur, Ukrainian, Urdu, Uz-
bek, Vietnamese, Yakut, Zulu, and many
others, according to the statement, believed
to be fairly accurate, on page 3 of Pravda,
April 29, 1954, as translated for you by the
Current Digest of the Soviet Press [May 12],
published each week by the joint commit-
tee on slavic studies appointed by the
American Council of Learned Societies and
the Social Science Research Council.

All 80 cost less than 1 round-trip bomber.
We are making dictionaries, too—three of
them so far—and we’ll start the fourth when
we can find the money for it.

Sincerely yours,
MorTIMER GRAVES,
Ezecutive Director,

(American Philosophical Society, 1743;
American Academy of Arts and Sciences,
1780; American Antiquarian Society, 1812;
American Oriental Soclety, 1842; American
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Numismatic Soclety, 1858; American Philo-
logical Association, 1869; Archaeological In-
stitute of America, 1879; Society of Biblical
Literature and Exegesis, 1880; Modern Lan-
guage Assoclation of America, 1883; American
Historleal Association, 1884; American Eco-
nomic Assoclation, 1885; American Folklore
Society, 1888; American Philosophical Asso-
ciation, 1800; American Anthropological As-
sociation, 1902; American Political Science
Assoclation, 1903; Bibliographical Society of
America, 1004; Association of American Geog-
raphers, 1904; American Sociological Society,
1905; College Art Association of America,
1911; History of Sclence Society, 1924; Lin-
guistic Soclety of America, 1924; Mediaeval
Academy of America, 1925; American Musico-
logical Society, 1934; American Soclety for
Aesthetics, 1942.)

THE FEDERAL AIRPORT PROGRAM

Mr. KUCHEL., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I had prepared a state-
ment on the third supplemental appro-
priation bill which I intended to read.
But in the interest of time I ask permis-
sion that it be printed in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENaTOR KvucHEL
THE FEDERAL ATRPORT PROGRAM

The President’s request, while short of
nationwide eivil airport needs, would permit
the most urgent projects to proceed and
would serve as recognition of Federal respon-
sibllity in this field. The President in his
letter of transmittal to the House Appro-
priations Committee said:

“Pending a reappraisal of the appropriate
Federal role in airport construction, no new
program funds were appropriated in fiscal
1954 or requested in the 19556 budget. As a
result of a review by the Department of
Commerce it has been decided to continue
Federal participation with State and local
governments in such airport construction
projects as will clearly serve the national in-
terest in air safety and the movement of air
traffic.”

The junior Senator from California sup-
ports the President in this request and com-
mends the administration for its vision and
recognition of the needs of what may truly
be called the air age. That this is so is
shown by the fact that within the past 2
months major airlines in the United States
have inaugurated service that brings Cali-
fornla within 8 flying hours of the Nation's
Capital. This achievement is all the more
astounding to one from a State which
abounds in tales of hardship and travail by
those who traveled to the Golden West to
settle and ploneer in that State.

More than 1,500 communities in the
United States have provided local tax dollars
to match Federal airport funds since 1946.
Nearly 5 percent of them are in California.
All have signed splendid sponsors assurances
and agreements with the Federal Govern-
ment to operate their public airports with
essential facilities for every class of aero-
nautical user, on fair and reasonable terms
and without unjust discrimination. A very
large majority of these airport operators
have secured a small amount of Federal aid
on one or more of the projects which are part
of an overall master plan for this Nation's
airport development. They had expected
other projects to follow over 3 to 5 years,
while the master plan was being completed
with Federal aid. However, all Federal aid
was cut off on June 30, 1953, leaving airport
sponsors alarmed and serlously concerned
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about operational, developmental, and re-
lated airport problems., Considerable time
was required by prospective airport sponsors
to establish the legislation which would en-
able them to acquire local matching funds.
Some municipalities, in good falth and in
anticipation of a continuing Federal-local
partnership, floated bond issues for airport
development. Those cities have been forced
to curtail airport improvements because Fed-
eral funds were not available. Some, like
San Francisco, have even had to pay interest
on money which was not being put to use
because of the wunavailability of Federal
matching dollars which were reasonably an-
ticipated.

Citles own and operate the major airports
of the Nation. In my own State of Califor-
nia, there are over 50 municipal airports.
They were the chief sponsors of the Federal
Alrport Act of 1946. While it is true that
airports are a public benefit to the cities they
serve, it is also equally true that their major
benefit is to the Nation. Airports are vital
to national defense and to the progress of
our country. We are fond of saying that this
country affords the greatest mobility to its
citizens, of any country in the history of
the world. Since the pace of the Nation is
geared to transportation, and since we are
living in the “air age,” it is essential that
we do not retard further, the program of
developing the Nation's airports.

A national system of alrports is required
for the national defense, business con-
venience, and public safety. The present
system of airports has been bullt, main-
tained, and operated primarily by a joint
Federal-municipal cooperation. The cut-
off of Federal funds last June threatened
this development with strangulation. Well-
qualified representatives of the Nation’s air-
port system have testified to the fact that
since this cutoff there has been an alarming
drop in the development of plans for new
and improved airports. We cannot allow this
to continue.

At a time when we are authorizing $875
million for highway transportation annually
we cannot continue to neglect our national
airport system. The partnership must con=
tinue If we are to have adequate alrports.
It cannot be dissolved because one of the
partners fails to make a financial contri-
bution to it. If the partnership is dissolved,
then the national system of airports is in
danger of dissolution.

Mr. President, a great American President,
John Quincy Adams, in his first message to
the Congress of the United States said:

“No government, in whatever forms con-
stituted, can accomplish the lawful ends of
its institution but in proportion as it im-
proves the condition over whom it is estab=
lished. Roads and canals, by multiplying
and facilitating the communications and in-
tercourse between distant reglons and multi-
tudes of men, are among the most important
means of improvement.”

Who can doubt that President Adams
would have included airports in that splendid
description of the purpose of government,
had the airplane been known to his day?
What was true for roads and canals in Presi-
dent Adams’ day is true for airports in Presi=-
dent Eisenhower's day. Instead of roads and
canals we need to think of air transporta-
tion—to meet the needs of the atomic age.
I: is essential, in the national interest, that
we have a system of airports in order to haul
startegic goods and manpower. A national
system of airports is needed. It is a field in
which the Federal Government has a legiti-
mate, paramount interest. Airports will not
be built, as the statistics of the past year
show, unless the Federal Government fulfills
its share of the responsibility, President
Eisenhower has requested that we fulfill that
responsibility by appropriating no less than
$22 million for the next fiscal year. I sup-
port that request and stand ready to vote in
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favor of the President’s supplemental budget
item,

I beg leave to extend in the Recorp a re-
port of the airport panel of the Transporta-
tion Council of the Department of Com-
merce. Earlier this year this distinguished
study group, appointed by the administra-
tion, came up with 15 major recommenda-
tlons. I should like to make them a part of
the REcorD and to read to my colleagues the
major finding which the panel made after
taking a new look at the natlonal-airport
program:

“The studies undertaken by the panel have
revealed that States and municipalities and
other local political units alone are unable
to carry the capital-investment burden in-
volved in providing an adequate system of
national airports. Therefore, it is the unani-
mous opinion of the panel that it is the
responsibility of the Federal Government to
give financial assistance to local governments
in developing airports which are in the na-
tional interest.”

I am firmly convinced of the merit of this
program. I hope the Senate will be so con-
vinced when appropriations are considered.

I am delighted to observe that the Senate
Committee on Appropriations has seen fit to
include an item for the reactivation of the
Federal airport program. This is in conso-
nance with the recommendations of Presi-
dent Eisenhower.

RECESS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, un-
der the previous order of the Senate, I
move that we now stand in recess until
12 o'clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 24 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being under the
order previously entered, until Monday,
August 2, 1954, at 12 o’clock meridian,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 31 (legislative day of
July 2), 1954:

POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA

Wanda M. Shattuck, Brookwood.

Martha J. Wyatt, Pike Road.

Charlie B. Edwards, Sycamore.

CALIFORNIA

John D. Stephenson, Norwalk.

COLORADO

George E. Hamblin, Akron.

Ruby M. Colopy, Lake City.

George M. Price, Manitou Springs.

Willlam E. Baker, Morrison,

CONNECTICUT

Burton W. Henry, Hazardville.

Calvin E. Kirchhoff, Quaker Hill,
DELAWARE

Charles S. Willln, Bridgeville,
FLORIDA

Delmer T. Warren, Fern Park.

Chauncey L. Costin, Port Saint Joe.
GEORGIA

Frances Marion Clark, Blythe.
IDAHO

Howard L. Jenkins, Naples.
ILLINOIS

Mary N. Ceyte, Bulpitt.

Weldon A, Tranbarger, Franklin,
INDIANA

David H. Jordan, Dunreith.
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IOWA

Wendell T. Smith, Mount Pleasant.
Charles R. Mayo, Pocahontas.
Loretta M. Steffens, Rowan.
Donald R. deGooyer, Sioux Center.

MAINE
William C. Lint, Mapleton.
MASSACHUSETTS
Joseph A, Boudreau, Jr., Fiskdale.
MICHIGAN
Clarence L. Carlson, Whitehall.
MINNESOTA
Lesile E. Torrison, Buffalo.
Harold F. Otto, LeRoy.
MISSISSIFPI
Delmer E, Edwards, West Point.
NEBRASKA
Reynold F. Nelson, Gordon.
Russell M. Abrams, Stapleton.
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Carl Chase Blanchard, Farmington.
Frederick James Rowe, Portsmouth.
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NEW JERSEY
Paul R. Cronce, Frenchtown.
Theodore Lee Adams, Ocean City.
Bruno P. Zorn, Waldwick.
OHIO
John L. Bricker, Mount Sterling.
OREGON

Mpyrl A. Haygood, Philomath,
Daniel W. Macy, Warm Springs.

PENNSYLVANIA
Lydia S. Love, Cheyney.
John W. Beach, Fairfield.
John W. Reznor, Greenville,
Leonard Wayne Elder, Rochester Mills.
Esther S. Neeld, Wrightstown.

SOUTH CAROLINA
Raphael L. Morris, Clemson.

SOUTH DAKOTA
Casimir F. Kot, Stephan.
VERMONT
Morris W. Depew, Dorset.
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VIRGINIA

William L. Pickhardt, Chester,
Beulah W. Davis, Concord.
Marion L. Beeton, Lexington.
Richard F. Weaver, New Market.
Ralph T. Phillips, Parksley.

‘WISCONSIN
Clifford J. McEenzie, Centuria.
Virginia F. Waupochick, Eeshena.
Amy J. Pofahl, Pleasant Prairie.
Estelle W. Hill, Sarona.
Herbert N. Hoskins, Shell Lake,
Wallace L. Nelson, Siren.

WYOMING
Evalee V. Arnwine, Linch.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate July 31 (legislative day of
July 2), 1954:

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Charles H. Grossman, of New Mexico, Di-
rector of Locomotive Inspection.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Tenth Anniversary of the Battle of

Warsaw

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF

HON. PAUL H. DOUGLAS

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Saturday, July 31, 1954

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ConGrEssIONAL REcorp a statement
I have prepared on the 10th anniversary
of the Battle of Warsaw. This state-
ment commemorates one of the bravest
uprisings in the history of man, and also
condemns one of the foulest betrayals in
the history of man,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOUGLAS

Tomorrow, August 1, is the 10th anni-
versary of the Battle of Warsaw. It is the
anniversary of one of the bravest, most he-
roic uprisings in the history of man. It is
also the anniversary of one of the foulest
betrayals in all of man’s long history.

The Communists are adept in betrayal; it
is their stock in trade.

The Warsaw uprising was instigated by
the Russian Communist high command.
On July 31, 1944, the Russian armies were
within a few miles of the tortured ecity, and
the shelling of the Germans could easily be
heard. On that evening, the Russians con-
tinued their radio appeals for an uprising
within the city, and announced a general
attack from their positions a few miles to the
east.

At once, the Polish underground went into
action. As the brave General Bor described
it, “in 15 minutes an entire city of a million
inhabitants was engulfed in the fight, * * =
The battle for the city was on.”

The carnage was indescribable,

Immediately, the Communist Russian
radio went silent, the Communist armies
ceased their attacks and their shelling of the
Nazi forces, and halted all air activity. They
simply sat down and waited for the Nazis to
slaughter the brave Polish underground
army. The Nazis were not slow to act.
They moved in the Herman Goering Division,
two 8. 8. tank divisions, pulled up artillery,
cut the city into pocketis, and started a me-
thodical slaughter of the Polish people.

The Russian Communist armies and air
forces made no move to relieve the Polish
underground army of General Bor. Men,
women, children fought bitterly, street by
street and house by house; buried the dead
insomuch as possible; cooked and delivered
meals to the men at the rifles; tended the
wounded who piled up in cellars and houses.
Virtually the only weapons the Poles had
w.th which to fight the Nazi tanks, artillery,
and Luftwaffe were rifles, revolvers, and
bottles filled with gasoline.

Meanwhile, the Warsaw radio made re-
peated appeals for help. The Communist
armies did not budge.

In Churchill's Triumph and Tragedy a
special chapter—The Martyrdom of War-
saw—is devoted to this betrayal. Repeatedly
Mr. Churchill and President Rooseveit ap-
pealed to Marshal Stalin to set his armies in
motion to relieve the city. He refused. Then
they sought permission for the British-
American Air Forces to make air drops of
ammunition, food, medicine, and guns to
the underground forces. In order to accom-
plish this, because of the distances involved,
it was necessary to obtain Stalin’s permis-
sion to fly on and land for refueling of the
planes behind the Soviet lines.

This, Marshal Stalin bluntly refused, not
once but many times. In Churchill’s vol-
ume, one may read the series of urgent ap-
peals to the Communist Marshal Stalin.

Not once did the Communists lift so much
as a single rifle to support the uprising they
had instigated. It soon became apparent
that they were guilty of the most degrad-
ing perfidy; they were waiting for the Nazis
to slaughter off the real resistance and pa-
triotic leaders of the Polish peoples. Then,
with the heart of Polish patriotism crushed,
they would be free to impress on the Polish

people their own puppet Lublin Communist
controlled government.

The battle was being waged above ground
and even in the sewers of the city. On
September 4, the brave women of Warsaw
broadcast a message to the Vatican. I want
to repeat a part of it here:

“For 3 weeks, while defending our fortress,
we have lacked food and medicine. Warsaw
is in ruins. The Germans are killing the
wounded in hospitals. * * * The Rusisan
armies which have been for 3 weeks at the
gates of Warsaw have mnot advanced a
step. * * * God alone is with us.”

Churchill said of the Communists:

“They wished to have the non-Communist
Poles destroyed to the full, but also to keep
alive the idea they were going to their
rescue.”

One of the last broadcasts before the War-
saw radio was silenced and the slaughter
completed tells the entire story:

“This is the stark truth, We were treated
worse than Hitler's satellites, worse than
Italy, Rumania, Finland. May God, who is
Just, pass judgment on the terrible injustice
suffered by the Polish nation, and may He
punish accordingly all those who are guilty.”

After more than 2 months of the bitterest
fighting, the resistance was crushed—with-
out a single act of the Russians to help the
brave underground army.

Of the 40,000 men and women of the un-
derground army, 15,000 were killed. Nearly
200,000 persons were wounded. Ten thou-
sand Nazis were killed, 7,000 were missing,
and 9,000 wounded. A mortal blow had been
struck at the Germans, weakening them in
the front of the Russlan armies, but at a
terrible cost.

I want to quote the final lines of
Churchill’s recital.

“When the Russians entered the city 3
months later, they found little but shattered
streets and the unburied dead. Such was
their liberation of Poland, where they now
rule. But this cannot be the end of the
story.”

In remembering this 10th anniversary of
the Battle of Warsaw, let us forget neither
the Communist treachery against their own
ally, nor Churchill’s final statement:

“This cannot be the end of the story.”

We must see to it that it will not be.
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